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A strong focus has been placed on accountability for the educational process and
the achievement of all students. This has put tremendous pressure on teachers, as well as
school administrators, superintendents, and school board members, to seek innovative
ways to increase student achievement and to ensure that effective teachers are in all
classrooms, so emphasis is on developing effective evaluation systems.
Given the development and implementation of the Mississippi Teacher Evaluation
System (MTES) in 2010, there is a need to discover the perspectives of the teachers who
are evaluated within this process. The success of an evaluation process will only be
successful if teachers use it to enhance their professional growth and effectiveness in the
classroom. In order to gain an understanding of the perceptions of Mississippi teachers in
Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF) schools and their insight into the MTES, this study focused
on three research questions: (1) how do Mississippi teachers perceive the usefulness of
the MTES, (2) how do Mississippi teachers perceive that the MTES develops their
effective teaching practices, and (3) how do Mississippi teachers perceive that the MTES
supports teachers’ professional growth?

A qualitative approach provided descriptive, narrative, and percentage responses
to the research questions of this multiple-case study.
Results showed that the majority of the TIF teachers who participated in this
study perceived that the MTES to have some degree of usefulness, especially when
implemented consistently across the campus. Teachers who did not experience the entire
evaluation process and feedback conferences were frustrated and irritated by the process.
Overall, teachers did experience an improvement in their instructional practices because
of their participation in the MTES, and most perceived that the MTES supported their
professional growth because of targeted professional development and the development
of professional-growth goals. With timely feedback and evaluator support, teachers are
enriching their teaching practices which enhance student engagement, but they are
concerned that the instrument is not being implemented consistently in all schools. There
is a lack of confidence in navigating the observation rubric and implementing the process
with consistency.

Keywords: educator evaluation, teacher appraisal, teacher evaluation, teacher
effectiveness, teacher quality.
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INTRODUCTIONS
The discussion of teacher-evaluation systems has become a common conversation
and often a debate in school districts across the United States. In this age of
accountability, and with student achievement being closely scrutinized, continued
attention is being focused on the direct relationship between student academic
performance and teacher performance in the classroom (Briggs, 2013). Teacherevaluation systems across the nation are being developed in an attempt to ensure that
effective teachers will fully support student achievement for all students. Therefore,
states are creating and implementing processes that evaluate the effectiveness of
classroom teachers. Marzano (2012) places value in the development of a teacherevaluation process in which teachers are purposefully developed throughout the
evaluation process. Educational research continues to support the need to track teacher
development and teaching practices as well as educator evaluation.
Mississippi is entrenched in the development of an evaluation process with most
other states, and it has spent the last six years working to implement the Mississippi
Teacher Evaluation System (MTES), a statewide teacher-evaluation tool. Historically,
Mississippi students have struggled and continue to struggle academically, and
Mississippi public schools are pressured to accomplish rapid changes in order to improve
the academic success of students (Burke & Wang, 2010). A well-developed evaluation
1

process could be a valuable step in developing and supporting effective teachers in
Mississippi classrooms. There is a concerted effort to find an evaluation tool that can
support teacher development that will also support academic success across the state
(Mississippi Department of Education [MDE], 2014).
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) was signed into law in
1965 by President Lyndon Johnson, who believed that educational opportunity should be
“our first national goal” (U.S. Department of Education, 2015). ESEA is the foundation
of K-12 education and is designed to support programs for every student and to improve
the quality of elementary and secondary education. It offered new grants to develop
programs needed to support low-income students, special education centers, and
scholarships and also provided monies to state educational agencies to improve the
quality of K-12 education. This law was intended to be reauthorized every five years, but
unfortunately that has not happened.
In 2002, Congress reauthorized ESEA, and President George W. Bush signed the
law, giving it a new name: No Child Left Behind (NCLB). This new law created
measures to expose achievement gaps and began the national dialogue on educational
improvement. NCLB required states to conduct annual testing in reading and math for
students in Grades 3–8, and the tests were required to align with state academic
standards. Adequate yearly progress (AYP), a yardstick by which the law required states
to measure how every public school and school district was performing academically,
became a part of every teacher’s vocabulary, and sanctions were imposed each year for
those schools unable to demonstrate gains in student proficiency. States and school
districts were required to furnish annual report cards showing a range of information,
2

including student-achievement data broken down by subgroup and information on the
performance of school districts. In addition, all teachers in core academic subjects
working in public schools were required to be highly qualified in the subject matter they
taught. (U.S. Department of Education, 2012).
When President Obama came into office in 2008, he campaigned on common
sense changes to NCLB, but his attention was diverted because of the dire economic
situation that began his presidency. Reauthorization was postponed, but in 2009, the U.S.
Department of Education allocated $4.35 billion to a Race to the Top contest that
provided substantial funding to states that improved their educational systems (Gargani &
Strong, 2014). That step was prompted by a New Teacher Project study (Weisberg,
Sexton, Mulhern, & Keeling, 2009) in which researchers analyzed more than 360,000
teacher evaluations from across the United States and found that 97% of teachers were
found to be superior or excellent by school principals under their existing evaluation
systems. The study raised concerns about the accuracy and usefulness of the evaluation
tools being used in schools.
With NCLB overdue for reauthorization, President Obama offered flexibility
waivers in 2012 to states regarding specific requirements of NCLB in exchange for
rigorous state-developed plans designed to close achievement gaps, increase equity,
improve the quality of instruction, and increase academic outcomes for all students. To
date, 43 states, Washington D. C., and Puerto Rico have all received flexibility waivers
from NCLB (U.S. Department of Education, 2012). A requirement of the NCLB waivers
and Race to the Top funds was that states develop new ways to evaluate teachers in
relation to their students’ test scores. This measure was based on overwhelming evidence
3

that teachers are the most important influence on student learning (McCaffrey,
Lockwood, Koretz, & Hamilton, 2003; Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2005).
Consequently, ESEA, NCLB, government agencies, and legislative policies have
promoted and financially supported the development of teacher-evaluation processes. In
response to the national trends, the acceptance of a flexibility waiver, and the need to
acquire an appropriate and meaningful process for evaluating teachers, Mississippi began
developing the MTES in 2010-2011 (MDE, 2014). A well-defined teacher-evaluation
system was needed to promote teacher effectiveness and to ensure that Mississippi
students have both highly qualified and highly effective teachers.
The MDE began crafting the MTES in 2010 when Mississippi accepted the
federally funded Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF) grant. The $10 million grant was meant to
support projects that developed and implemented performance-based compensation
systems (PBCSs) for teachers, principals, and other personnel in order to increase
educator effectiveness and student achievement, measured in significant part by student
growth in high-need schools. The comprehensive TIF project included five components,
each with its own set of requirements. They included: (1) performance-based
compensation, (2) educator evaluation, (3) professional development, (4) career ladders
for teachers, and (5) data-management systems (MDE, 2015b).
To begin the process, the MDE contracted with the American Institutes for
Research (AIR) in order to develop a statewide evaluation tool, the MTES. The MTES
included five main components: teacher self-assessment, walk-through (informal)
observations, formal observations, conferences, and artifacts. The central component of
the evaluation tool, a 20-page scoring rubric, became known to Mississippi teachers as
4

the Mississippi Statewide Teacher Appraisal Rubric (M-STAR). Since teacher evaluation
is a federal requirement of the ESEA flexibility waiver, teacher evaluations were not
optional for Mississippi public schools (MDE, 2014b).
Since 2010, the MTES has undergone several modifications, and the MDE
continues to enlist feedback and focus groups throughout the state to draw input from all
stakeholders. Training on all five of the TIF components has been on-going on the TIF
campuses. In addition, MDE personnel and contracted support have provided in-depth
professional development over the past five years. The TIF teachers’ impressions of the
evaluation process could give valuable input and direction to ensure an effective tool is
produced for developing and supporting teachers and ultimately increasing student
achievement.
More recently, in December 2015, President Obama signed into law the Every
Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), which outlines significant changes in expectations for
American education, but the law does not require states to set up teacher-evaluation
systems based in significant part on students’ test scores (White House, 2015). Instead, it
leaves teacher-evaluation decisions to states and districts. This change in focus will create
another need for modification of the current evaluation system. This study will focus on
the perceptions of the TIF teachers and the implementation of the original version of the
MTES.
The remainder of this chapter contains four sections: (a) Purpose of the Study, (b)
Research Questions, (c) Justification of the Study, (d) Definitions of Key Terms, and (e)
Limitations and Delimitations of the Study. Chapter II will present the literature review
and the rationale for this multiple-case study of TIF teachers; Chapter III will outline the
5

methods used for this research study; Chapter IV will report the findings; and Chapter V
will include the summary, conclusions, and recommendations.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this multiple-case study was to discover how Mississippi teachers
who participated for at least three years in the TIF grant perceived the MTES and to
determine if the evaluation tool is useful in supporting and developing effective teaching
practices and professional growth. Examining the perceptions of educators within the
evaluation process contributes to the growing knowledge of this educational reform. The
findings of this study may provide insight into the positive effects of the current
evaluation system, modifications needed, and possible approaches to enhance the process
to better assist and support teachers.
Research Questions
With the development and implementation of the MTES, the need exists to
discover the perspectives of the teachers who are being evaluated within this process. The
success of an evaluation process will only be successful if teachers use it to enhance their
professional growth and effectiveness in the classroom. In order to gain an understanding
of the perceptions of Mississippi teachers in the TIF schools and their insight into the
MTES, this study focused on three research questions.
1. How do Mississippi teachers perceive the usefulness of the MTES?
2. How do Mississippi teachers perceive that the MTES develops their
effective teaching practices?
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3. How do Mississippi teachers perceive that the MTES supports teachers’
professional growth?
Justification of the Study
The performance and effectiveness of teachers is a major concern across the
nation, and any research that can enhance the professional growth and effectiveness of
teachers will be valuable to all educators. To address teacher quality, federal and state
policy makers have promoted teacher evaluations as the remedy to ensure that quality
teachers will provide quality instruction to their students to promote their academic
success (MDE, 2015).
At this time, there is limited research on the MTES. The research that has been
completed focused on quantitative analysis of teachers’ final scores, which was used to
vet the process and for calibration adjustments. In addition, teachers’ evaluation scores
were being scrutinized for performance-based compensation discussions as the state
examined that process. Although administrators’ perceptions of the evaluation tool have
been studied by MDE personnel and contracted agencies, teachers’ perceptions have not
been formally gathered. Across the state, teachers have been invited to focus group
sessions conducted by the MDE to gather insight on the process, but the perceptions of
the TIF teachers have had limited studies. Currently, there is limited research on how the
MTES is supporting and developing teachers’ effectiveness and/or professional growth.
This research will help fill the gap currently existing regarding knowledge of teachers’
perceptions of the MTES.

7

Definitions of Key Terms
The following terms provide necessary information to fully understand the
teacher-evaluation system used in Mississippi. These terms and others are more fully
defined in the MTES Process Manual (MDE, 2014b).
1. Artifacts: Artifacts can include any documentation that supports learning
goals, instructional strategies, and student achievement, including, but not
limited to, lesson plans, professional-development documentation,
assessments, and assessment data. The only artifact that is required to be
kept on record is the lesson plan utilized for the formal observation.
Artifacts are used as evidence in the scoring of Domains I, II, and V on the
MTES and are scored in the spring semester. They are discussed and
checked by the evaluator throughout the school year.
2. Classroom observation: While assessing instruction in the classroom, the
evaluator will observe and document the degree to which the teacher is
demonstrating content knowledge, as well as the occurrence of high-level
student learning, level of student engagement, and the choice and
effectiveness of questioning techniques that are being utilized in the
classroom. One formal classroom observation is required, but two are
highly recommended. The evidence noted in the classroom observation(s)
and walk-throughs is used to score Domains III and IV on the MTES.
3. Domains: The standards measured by the MTES are contained within five
domains: Domain I – Planning; Domain II – Assessment; Domain III –
Instruction; Domain IV – Learning Environment; and Domain V –
8

Professional Responsibilities. Each of the domains is assessed either
through an artifact review, preobservation conference, classroom
observation, postobservation conference, student survey, or a combination
of any or all of these elements.
4. Effectiveness levels: The MTES rubric is built on a continuum scale of
effectiveness levels, including 1(unsatisfactory), 2 (emerging), 3
(effective), and 4 (distinguished).
5. Formative observation: The fall observation is considered the formative
observation, which culminates with a postconference in which the
teacher’s effectiveness is discussed, and coaching from the evaluator
supports the teacher’s development of two professional-growth goals.
6. Mississippi Statewide Teacher Appraisal Rubric: The tool used to measure
teachers’ effectiveness levels. It is often referred to as M-STAR.
7. Postconference: The postobservation conference is required. It is during
the postobservation conference that the evaluator and the teacher can
examine the lesson together and reflect on the formal classroom
observation, discussing the strengths and areas to develop.
8. Preobservation: Although a preobservation conference is not required, it is
recommended as part of the MTES. The purpose of the preobservation
conference is for the teacher to share with the evaluator the content and
strategies that will be utilized during the formal observation. It also
provides a time for the teacher to ask any questions he or she may have
about the upcoming classroom observation.
9

9. Standards: Twenty standards are distributed in the five domains of the
MTES, each of which define specific areas of teachers’ performance.
10. Summative observation: The spring observation concludes with a
postconference and summative performance rating, which should reflect
the ongoing observations, whether informal or formal, throughout the
school year.
11. Walk-throughs: A walk-through is a short, informal, and unannounced
observation by an evaluator of the activities occurring within a classroom.
Limitations and Delimitations of the Study
Limitations of this study may include the following:
1. The findings of this study will be limited to the school districts used in this
study and may not be generalizable to all school districts because the
teachers and administrators in TIF districts received more in-depth MTES
training and coaching than most. In addition, the teachers and
administrators in this study have been more closely monitored by the
MDE because of the emphasis on the TIF grant.
2. The data for this study are limited to survey research because of the large
number of teachers involved. The survey includes a combination of openended, closed-ended, semiclosed-ended, and Likert-scale questions to
capture specific perceptions from the teachers.
3. Participants’ responses are self-reported, and it is presumed that
participants gave candid responses.
10

4. To ensure the reliability and validity of this study, steps were put in place
to ensure accuracy and minimal researcher bias because the researcher was
a TIF principal for the first two years of the TIF grant. Three questions
will guide this process:
a. Did the researcher influence the participants’ responses in such a
way that they do not reflect the participants’ intent?
b. Is the data interpreted in an accurate manner, and does it convey
the participants’ meaning?
c. Did the researcher identify all the conclusions offered by the
participants?
Delimitations are defined by Creswell (2009) as “how the study will be narrowed
in scope” (p. 106). The delimitations impact the external validity or generalizations of the
study. The scope of this study was contained to make it more manageable and to provide
for more in-depth study of the data. The findings of this study were limited to 5 of the 10
TIF schools in Mississippi because of their availability. In addition, data were collapsed
into common themes or categories to ascertain the perceptions of the teachers. The focus
of this study will only be on the topic of the evaluation process and will not focus on the
other phases of the TIF grant, such as (1) performance-based compensation, (2) specific
targeted professional development, (3) career ladders for teachers, or (4) datamanagement systems.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Since the 2001 passage of NCLB, a strong focus has been placed on
accountability for the educational process and the achievement of all students. Policy
goals shifted from ensuring that all teachers are highly qualified to ensuring that they are
highly effective. This has put tremendous pressure on teachers, as well as school
administrators, superintendents, and school board members, to seek innovative ways to
increase student achievement and to ensure that effective teachers are in all classrooms.
The classroom teacher is considered to be the key factor in student success. Many
studies support the notion that quality of instruction is the single most important factor in
student achievement (Clotfelter, Ladd, & Vigdor, 2007; Rice, 2003; Rivkin, Hanushek, &
Kain, 2005). Evidence also indicates that having above average teachers over a sustained
period of time can overcome the achievement gap between students from higher income
and lower income families (Rivkin et al., 2005). Existing research confirms that students
must have the most effective teachers possible to ensure their education prepares them for
a productive future and that curricula and teaching methods progress as workforce and
technology demands increase (Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, 2013).
Because of these demands, education is quickly evolving to meet the needs of
industry and society, and “without capable, high quality teachers in American
classrooms, no educational reform effort can possibly succeed” (Stronge & Tucker, 2003,
12

p. 3). It is now the goal of all principals to obtain and/or develop effective teachers on
their campuses to ensure that students receive the best 21st-Century education available.
Effective teaching can be defined in a multitude of ways (Campbell, Kyriakides,
Muijs, & Robinson, 2003; Muijs, 2006), but the most important factor is requiring
effective teachers to guide the teaching and learning of all students. To ensure that
teachers are intentionally planning and implementing quality instruction, evaluation
measures are being designed to validate quality teaching. Many different opinions about
teacher-evaluation systems exist, and Stronge & Tucker (2003) state that “without high
quality evaluation systems, we cannot know if we have high quality teachers” (p. 3).
Therefore, delving into teacher evaluations and how they might influence teacher
performance in the classroom could be critical to promoting teacher success and student
achievement.
The following sections of the literature review are: (a) History of Teacher
Evaluation, (b) Implications of a Teacher Evaluation, (c) Teacher Incentive Fund Grant,
(d) The Mississippi Teacher Evaluation System (MTES) Process, and (e) Summary of
Literature Review.
History of Teacher Evaluation
Since publicly funded schools first developed in North America, the evaluation or
appraisal of teacher practices has existed in many forms. These have developed through
the years as education evolved and transformed, and evaluation processes continue to
develop as new research findings are shared.
During the colonial period, education was not considered a specialized discipline,
and often the clergy or religious leaders in the community would hire and supervise the
13

local school setting. Students were frequently taught by untrained personnel because the
only requirements for being a schoolmaster or teacher were “the ability to read and write
and the physical strength or personal charm to manage even the largest intransigent farm
boy” (Troen & Boles, 2003, p. 26). Since the public did not expect teachers to be welltrained and noneducators oversaw the schools, teacher evaluation was not even
considered as a need.
Gradually, as communities grew, it became obvious that more schools and a better
educated workforce of teachers were needed, but education was controlled by local
governments, especially in urban areas (Wirt & Kirst, 2005). Local politicians believed
that teaching positions should be appointed by members of the political party that won
the most recent election. Because teaching positions were earned or appointed through
political affiliation and nepotism, rather than on the basis of competence, the
development of evaluation tools was irrelevant.
It was not until the mid-1800s that teaching was considered a valued profession
requiring pedagogical skills, and improving instruction became a focus. The first teacher
evaluations were conducted by Charles Adams and Wooster Beman in 1881 in Battle
Creek, Michigan for accreditation purposes. This led to new classes on teaching at the
college level, the hiring of the nation’s first Chair of Pedagogy, and the formation of the
Michigan Schoolmasters’ Club which invited teachers to have regular conversations
about instruction. John Dewey, then a 25-year-old junior professor of philosophy, was
one of the founders of the club, initiating in-depth discussions about the pedagogy of
teaching (Mucher, 2007).
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During the later part of the 19th Century and the early part of the 20th Century, the
differing views of Dewey and Frederick Taylor began to dominate the thinking on
education. Dewey’s progressive ideas defined classrooms as student-centered,
emphasized connecting learning to the real world, and differentiated teaching based on
students’ needs and their development on the ideals of democracy. He believed that
thought and reflection were the means through which learners came to understand, be
creative, and connect to the world around them. Dewey considered “the school to be a
potential clearinghouse of ideas” that would better define the modern world (Spring,
2014, p. 200).
Frederick Taylor’s scientific view of management, “Taylorism,” based on his
work as an American time-and-motion study mechanical engineer who sought to improve
industrial efficiency, clashed head-on with Dewey’s beliefs. Taylor was instrumental in
developing assembly lines, training for all workers, and distribution of work among
workers and managers. His scientific view regarded productivity as measuring what
worked best and then replicating it not only in business but in the classroom as well. His
view became a popular way of thinking and supported the industrial era of the time
(Marzano, Frontier, & Livingston, 2011; Spring, 2014).
In addition, Edward Thorndike, the father of educational psychology, led
educators to view measurement as the tool for a more scientific approach to schooling. In
1913, he published his major work, Educational Psychology, which was the standard for
education for several decades (Spring, 2014). His theories were applied by Ellwood
Cubberly, who laid out principles for school administrators that emphasized measurement
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and the analysis of data to ensure that teachers and schools were productive (Marzano et
al., 2011).
In 1929, William Wetzel built on Cubberly’s work by using measures of student
learning to determine the effectiveness of a teacher or school. He recommended three
components as the basis for scientific supervision: (1) using aptitude tests to determine
the ability level of each student, (2) establishing measureable objectives for each course,
and (3) using reliable measures for student learning. Wetzel also distanced himself from
the idea that schools were merely factories with a manufacturing purpose. Throughout the
1930s, debate continued between the different approaches to education, in particular the
scientific approach that supported standardized tests and the approach that focused on
social development and democratic values (Marzano et al., 2011). This debate continues
now, a century later.
Following World War II, there was a shift away from the scientific approach to
education, replaced by a new focus on the teacher as an individual with an emphasis on
developing each teacher’s set of skills. During this time, the importance of teacher
observation reached consensus from school administrators. Whitehead’s (1952) article,
“Teachers Look at Supervision,” described six areas of supervision and teachers’
perceptions of the importance of each. He stated that, during an observation, supervisors
needed to remain in the class for the entire period, hold a conference following the visit,
and pay more attention to the “chief aim of education - effective teaching” (p. 115). This
recognition of the importance of teacher observation laid the footing for one of the most
important movements in teacher supervision: clinical supervision. Whitehead’s (1952)
work is also the structure for much of the work conducted on teacher evaluations today.
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Clinical supervision began in the late 1950s and quickly became popular as a
method for improving teacher instruction. The term “clinical supervision” was borrowed
from the medical profession, which describes a process for perfecting the specialized
knowledge and skills of practitioners. In education it involves a teacher receiving
information from a colleague who has observed the teacher's performance and who serves
as a guide and mentor to enable the teacher to critically examine and possibly alter his or
her own professional practice.
By 1980, 90% of school administrators used some type of clinical supervision, but
the models developed by trial and error were widely criticized and misunderstood.
Throughout the 1980s, work continued on these models, and the next major influence on
teacher supervision was founded on the work of Madeline Hunter. Her work targeted
professional development, professional conferences, and the development of the sevenstep lesson-design model. The seven-step model, later referred to as mastery teaching,
became the content for teacher observations. This was coupled with the clinical
supervision cycle of preconference, observation, and postconference (Marzano et al.,
2011).
In 1996, Danielson published Enhancing Professional Practice: A Framework for
Teaching, a pivotal work on teacher supervision and evaluation. It was updated in 2007
and is a reference point regarding evaluation tools. Danielson’s (1996) work describes all
phases of teaching, from planning to reporting achievement. The success of the Hunter
and Danielson models is the strength of specific and well-articulated knowledge bases for
teaching today (Danielson, 2001, 2007; Marzano, 2012).
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In the 21st century, emphasis has shifted from supervision to evaluation and from
teacher behavior to student achievement. Tucker and Stronge (2005) argue for evaluation
systems that determine teacher effectiveness using multiple measures that include
evidence from student gains in learning as well as observation of classroom instruction.
They researched the evaluation systems in four school systems that used data on
instructional practices and learning gains and made a series of recommendations
supporting the use of both types of data. Their findings note that the undeniable link that
exists between teacher effectiveness and student learning support the use of student
achievement information in teacher assessment.
Another major shift in education took place in 2001 when the NCLB was signed
into law by President Bush, reauthorizing the ESEA to include Title 1 provisions for
disadvantaged students. NCLB raised the standards for education, requiring states to
develop assessments in basic skills, test students annually, report annual academic
progress, create district and school report cards, tie evaluation significantly to student
achievement, and change in funding.
When many schools were unable to reach the standards outlined in NCLB, which
was long overdue for its 2007 reauthorization, the U.S. Department of Education issued
waivers in 2012 to states that set revised standards for rigorous and comprehensive statedeveloped plans designed to improve educational outcomes for all students. One mandate
was that struggling states implement statewide teacher and administrator evaluations.
Thus, work began in Mississippi and 34 other states to develop educator and
administrator evaluations (U.S. Department of Education, 2013).
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In 2008, before the waivers were released, a report called Rush to Judgment
examined current supervisory and evaluation practices, describing them as without depth
and real meaning (Toch & Rothman, 2008). That report was followed in 2009 by The
Widget Effect (Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhern, & Keeling, 2009) which heavily criticized
teacher evaluation practices in the United States. The report described the tendency of
school districts to assume effectiveness is the same from teacher to teacher, and noted
that a lack of feedback was a major problem. The authors reported that “nearly three of
four teachers went through the evaluation process but received no specific feedback about
how to improve their practice” (p. 14). This report indicated major flaws in teacherevaluation methods and suggested a complete overhaul of these processes.
In December 2015, President Obama signed into law the ESSA, which ended an
era of significant federal involvement in education (White House, 2015). ESSA’s
predecessor, NCLB, forced schools into limited solutions regardless of school or district
needs, while ESSA seeks to give states and local school districts input into their own
plans of action. ESSA outlines many significant changes in expectations for American
education, but the law does not require states to set up teacher-evaluation systems based
in significant part on students’ test scores. Instead, it leaves teacher-evaluation decisions
to states and districts. At this time, many decisions and policies are being made at the
state level to determine the future course of education in Mississippi and the other states.
Clearly, the rest of this era will be dedicated to innovative changes in education,
including finding and improving methods to evaluate the effectiveness of teachers to
ensure student achievement.
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Implications of Teacher Evaluation
Why is so much focus placed on teacher evaluation? Because effective teaching is
needed in every classroom, every day to ensure all students have the opportunity for a
quality education and to be a participant in a productive workforce. “Without capable,
high quality teachers in America’s classrooms, no educational reform effort can possibly
succeed” and “without high quality evaluation systems, we cannot know if we have high
quality teachers” (Stronge & Tucker, 2003, p. 3).
Teacher evaluation is twofold. First, it documents and determines the quality of a
teacher’s performance, and then the focus shifts to empowering teachers to improve their
performance, as well as holding them accountable for their work. Certainly this century
has focused on the analysis of data affecting educational outcomes, and the data indicate
repeatedly that teachers are the most influential school-related force in student
achievement (Stronge, 2002). Quality teachers are instrumental to guarantee that all
students’ needs are met and addressed. Teachers are the constant that all students must
have each day to achieve.
A review of current educational policies and literature reveals overwhelmingly
that teacher performance requires evaluation, despite some teacher feedback that
evaluation does not improve or support teaching practices. As a result of research
investigating teachers’ perception of feedback, Anast-May, Penick, Schroyer, and Howell
(2011) stress the importance of observation as an evaluation tool for teachers. This smallscale action research study, which included three elementary schools, also revealed that
frequent observations over a long period of time followed by conferences with feedback
proved to be most beneficial for teachers, and ultimately for students. The findings
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support the idea that observations are more effective when the observer conducts a
postconference with the teacher in order to discuss areas of strength and areas of growth.
A study of K-8 administrators in northern Cook County, Illinois, revealed that
principals can no longer just be managers; rather, they have to be the instructional leaders
of the school. Premade checklists and two drop-in visits are no longer considered best
practices (Kersten & Israel, 2005). The literature now suggests that frequent observations
followed by thoughtful feedback assist teachers in reflecting on personal and professional
teaching practices in a productive and growth–oriented manner. Kersten and Israel (2005)
conclude that when conducted appropriately, well-communicated, and conducted by
well-trained personnel, teacher evaluation can have profound positive effects on both
teaching and learning.
Karakose (2008) emphasizes the importance of school administrators in leading
the culture and performance of a school, and the leadership of the principal shapes the
perceptions of teachers in the face of change within the school setting. Price (2012)
reiterates the importance of culture in building a positive learning community. Teacher
attitudes and their relationships promote learning, and research shows that positive school
climates maximize student learning opportunities. Mielke and Frontier (2012) indicate
that successful schools create a culture in which the need for improvement is recognized
not as a liability but as an asset. With this in mind, implementation of a new teacherevaluation system is an attempt to improve the educational process, and the culture of a
school has tremendous influence on teachers either accepting or rejecting the new
evaluation process.
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The two most measured teacher variables—certification and years of
experience—have little impact on student achievement; however, students prosper when
qualified teachers and principals invest time and effort into learning and development as
educators (Price, 2012). Briggs (2013) also states that improved teaching practices and
increased student learning are a direct result of effective teacher-evaluation instruments.
Therefore, teachers must use evaluation processes as a means to learn current pedagogy
and grow professionally to meet the demands of their students.
Most recently the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation (2012) has released the
findings of the Measures of Effective Teaching (MET) three-year study. This research
brief follows three companion research reports from 2010-2012 and other briefs on
teacher evaluation. The MET study examined approximately 3,000 teachers from seven
different school districts across the United States and investigated better ways to identify
and develop effective teaching. This ongoing research has provided a foundation on
which to further develop the science behind the teacher-evaluation process.
The case has been built for the value of teacher evaluations, but what has often
not been captured is how the teachers themselves perceive the process. Through the
teacher’s lens, are teacher evaluations viewed as valuable and supportive of building
effective teaching strategies? Do teachers see evaluation as an effective and applicable
tool or as a punitive effort for a nonrenewal process? Is evaluation efficient or a waste of
time for educators?
Teacher Incentive Fund Grant
In 2010, the MDE was awarded a TIF grant by the U.S. Department of Education.
TIF was first authorized in the Departments of Labor, Health and Human Services, and
22

Education, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 2006 (MDE, 2015). The TIF
program provided competitive grants to local education agencies, states, or partnerships
with nonprofit organizations to implement financial incentive programs for teachers and
principals that increased their effectiveness and helped improve student outcomes in
hard-to-staff schools and subjects. The compensation systems developed under TIF
required student achievement and classroom observations at various times throughout the
year in determining teacher pay. Plans also addressed the long-term sustainability of
these programs.
This $10.7 million grant was awarded to Mississippi to pilot a Performance-Based
Compensation System (PBCS) for educators that rewarded educators who exceeded
expected outcomes and exhibited exemplary professional conduct. The main goal of the
Mississippi PBCS was to positively impact student achievement by promoting and
advancing highly effective instruction.
To qualify as a TIF pilot school, a school had to meet the definition of a high-need
school, which was defined as a school with 50% or more of its enrollment from lowincome families, based on eligibility for free or reduced lunches. The program also gave
competitive preference to schools in which student achievement was lower than that of
comparable schools in terms of key factors, such as size, grade levels, and poverty levels.
The five-year grant began in school year 2010-11 and continued throughout the
2014-15 school year. The grant was allowed a one-year no-cost extension for the 2015-16
school year to continue grant components; however, no performance-based compensation
was given for the extension year.
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The MDE invited schools that met the established criteria at the end of the 200809 school year to participate in the program. The schools had to have more than 50% of
the students on free and reduced-price lunch and include grades from 3-8, reflecting the
Mississippi Curriculum Test, second edition (MCT2) assessment areas of language and
math. In addition, the schools had to have a Quality Distribution Index (QDI), an
accountability measure used by the state, ranging from 131 to 139 on the state test and
had to have failed to meet growth targets under the state accountability system.
Seven schools and districts meeting the above criteria agreed to participate. Three
of those school districts offered to include an additional school from their district that
represented similar performance. Columbus School District, Jackson Public School
District, and Simpson County School District each had two schools in the pilot program.
The 10 TIF campuses were located in diverse geographical areas, covered all four
congressional districts, and met the criteria for both high-need schools and high-need
students.
The ten schools that were selected to participate in the TIF project included:
1. Bruce Upper Elementary, Calhoun County School District
2. Cook Elementary, Columbus Municipal School District
3. Franklin Academy, Columbus Municipal School District
4. Central Elementary, George County School District
5. Oak Forest Elementary, Jackson Public School District
6. Van Winkle Elementary, Jackson Public School District
7. North Jones Elementary, Jones County School District
8. Magee Middle School, Simpson County School District
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9. Mendenhall Junior High, Simpson County School District
10. Buckatunna Elementary, Wayne County School District
The 362 teachers and their administrators in the 10 schools were the first
Mississippi educators trained on the MTES, professional learning communities (PLCs),
and the PBCS. TIF funds provided for ongoing, job-embedded professional development
driven by data and teacher evaluations, opportunities to participate in PLCs, and
participation in mentoring and coaching activities. The focus of this research study will
not address all the TIF components, only teachers’ perceptions of the MTES process.
The Mississippi Teacher Evaluation System (MTES) Process
In response to national trends and to prepare for a NCLB waiver, Mississippi
began developing its most recent version of teacher evaluation. It was unique in that it
was the state’s first statewide evaluation tool. Prior to this tool, all districts and schools
implemented their own evaluation process. The MDE Teacher Center supervised the
development of the MTES. Currently, the Office of School and Educator Accountability
in the Division of Research and Development at the MDE manages all educator
evaluation tools (Dechert, Kappler, & Nordin, 2015).
The MDE contracted with several agencies for the initial development of the
evaluation process, including the Southeastern Comprehensive Center (SECC) at SEDL,
Joseph Murphy of Vanderbilt University’s Peabody College of Education, the AIR,
Cambridge Education, and IMPACT of Mississippi. The Research and Curriculum Unit
(RCU) at Mississippi State University was contracted to assist with modifications made
through the pilot years and was involved in the areas of implementation, training, and
evaluation of the teacher-evaluation process.
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The M-STAR rubric, the tool used to measure teachers’ effectiveness, was piloted
in the 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 school years in 10 TIF and 14 School Improvement
Grant (SIG) schools. Statewide field testing of M-STAR began in 2013-2014, with plans
for partial implementation of MTES in 2014-2015 and full implementation in 2015-2016.
The 2013-2014 statewide field test of M-STAR required all 151 districts to participate
and evaluated approximately 32,000 certified pre-K-12 public school teachers.
The evaluation process is often referred to as M-STAR because the rubric used in the
evaluation process is often the primary focus for teachers. The rubric, however, is only
one of the components of the evaluation process. The other components are the teacher
self-assessment, walk-throughs (informal observations), conferences, classroom
observation (formal), and artifact review.
Teacher Self-Assessment
The teacher self-assessment is optional, but highly recommended. The selfassessment actively engages the educator in launching his or her own evaluation, and it
prepares the educator to propose rigorous, targeted goals for themselves. To complete the
self-assessment, teachers use the rubric to identify areas of strength and areas for growth.
Walk-throughs
A walk-through is defined as a short, informal, and unannounced observation of
the activities occurring within a classroom by an evaluator, which is most often a school
administrator. During a walk-through, the evaluator assesses observed instruction and the
learning environment. While evaluating instruction, the evaluator observes and
documents to what degree the teacher demonstrates content knowledge and the
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occurrence and level of student learning and engagement, as well as the effectiveness of
questioning techniques utilized in the classroom. With regard to the learning
environment, the administrator observes for effective management of space and resources
in relation to student learning, the creation of a climate of safety and respect, and
protection of instructional time. Another focus is evidence of high expectations and
behavior management. Accordingly, multiple walk-throughs occur throughout the
academic year in order for the administrator to gain a clear understanding of the
performance of each teacher within the classroom. Many evaluators give feedback to the
teacher on what was been observed during a walk-through by leaving a short note or
emailing the teacher.
Preobservation Conference
After the teacher and administrator have agreed upon a date and time for the
formal observation to occur, a preobservation conference may be scheduled. Although a
preobservation conference is not required, it is recommended as part of the MTES, and it
is very useful for new teachers and teachers who may be struggling or less confident in
their skills. The purpose of the preobservation conference is for the teacher to share the
content and strategies that will be utilized during the formal observation. In addition,
explanation is given on accommodations and modifications made for special needs
students. The preobservation conference allows the administrator to gain a clear
understanding of the instructional practices that will be observed during the formal
observation, and it allows for questions to be asked and answered by both parties.
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Postobservation Conference
While the preobservation conference is an optional component, the
postobservation conference is required. It is during the postobservation conference that
the evaluator and the teacher come together to analyze the formal classroom observation.
The postobservation conference allows the teacher to reflect on instructional goals and
methods and the effectiveness of each. The teacher is challenged to identify teaching
strategies that went well during the observation, as well as those that did not. The teacher
is asked to pinpoint when the best learning occurred during the lesson and what evidence
led to that conclusion. If the learning could have been better, the emphasis shifts to what
modifications are needed so a more effective lesson can be taught. The teacher is asked to
provide evidence to support whether the instructional goals of the lesson were achieved.
The postobservation conference requires teachers to provide evidence that assessments of
student learning were effective and that strategies and techniques learned through
professional-development opportunities were incorporated.
Goal Setting
The postobservation conference requires the evaluator and teacher to identify
strengths and areas for growth and to set two goals. The conference facilitates an open
dialogue between teacher and administrator about student learning and teacher practices
within the classroom.
Classroom Observation
The purpose of the classroom observation is to allow the administrator to observe
for the implementation of best teaching practices that support and encourage student
28

learning within the classroom setting. The formal observation is conducted by the
evaluator and lasts at least 30 minutes. One formal observation is required by the MDE,
but two are recommended. During the formal observation, the evaluator utilizes the MSTAR rubric in rating the teacher.
Artifact Review
Artifacts from the observation are useful for providing valuable feedback during
the postobservation conference and are used to justify the rubric score for Domains 1, 2,
and 5. Artifacts include any documentation that supports the learning goals, instructional
strategies, and student achievement. These include, but are not limited to, lesson plans,
professional-development documentation, assessments, and assessment data. The only
artifact required to be kept on record is the lesson plan utilized during the formal
observation. The MDE highly recommends that all artifacts be items or documents that
teachers already used, and portfolios are not required in addition to current work
documents.
M-STAR Rubric
The M-STAR rubric consists of 20 standards that define a teacher’s practice. The
rubric is built on a continuous scale of effectiveness levels from 1 (unsatisfactory), 2
(emerging), 3 (effective), and 4 (distinguished) (MDE 2014). The standards are contained
within five domains: Domain I – Planning, Domain II – Assessment, Domain III –
Instruction, Domain IV – Learning Environment, and Domain V – Professional
Responsibilities. Each of the domains are assessed either through an artifact review,
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preobservation conference, classroom observation, postobservation conference, student
survey, or a combination of any or all of these elements.
The MTES was phased into use across Mississippi over several years. The
original plan was that when fully implemented, a teacher’s summative performance rating
in a state-tested area is based on his/her M-STAR evaluation (50%), individual student
growth (30%), and school-wide growth (20%). For teachers in nonstate-tested areas,
evaluations are based on the calculation of three components: M-STAR evaluation
(50%), student-learning objectives (SLOs) (30%), and school-wide growth (20%). The
plan and rollout schedule was modified because of unforeseen obstacles in training over
32,000 and their administrators on the evaluation process and its’ multiple components.
The illustrations in figure 1 and 2 display the original planned summative ratings for
state-tested teachers and nonstate-tested teachers (MDE, 2014a).
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Figure 1.

State-tested teacher summative performance-rating summary.

Figure 2.

Nonstate-tested teacher summative performance-rating summary.
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After results were studied from the field test year and subsequent years,
modifications were made and the evaluation process streamlined. The MTES underwent
further modifications, and extensive updates were made in the summer of 2016. As
teachers have become more familiar with the MTES and all that it entails, perceptions
about the usefulness, value, and implications of this evaluation tool have formed. Thus,
teacher perceptions are the focus of this study.
Summary of the Literature Review
As the study of teacher evaluations has increased significantly over the past two
decades, the literature acknowledges the need for a process to assess teachers to ensure
that students are instructed by highly qualified and highly effective teachers. Teacher
evaluation is valued as an important and recognized aspect of continual school
improvement. Many evaluation processes have been examined and critiqued, and some
heavily criticize current evaluation practices. As many states strive to find ways to
evaluate the effectiveness of teachers, the work continues.
Currently Mississippi has limited research on its teacher evaluation system and
whether it supports and develops teachers’ effectiveness and/or professional growth. This
research will help to fill that gap. In addition, this research aims to provide educators
designing and implementing the MTES and other evaluation systems with insight from
Mississippi teachers who have been evaluated with the original MTES model over a
three- to six-year time frame. Their perceptions on professional growth and effective
teaching practices fostered by the MTES will help determine the overall usefulness of the
original evaluation tool.
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RESEARCH DESIGN
This chapter focuses on the research design and methods used in this research
study. The chapter is organized into the following sections: (a) Theoretical Framework,
(b) Research Design, (c) Population, (d) Data Collection, (e) Data Analysis, (f) Validity,
(g) Ethics, and (h) Role of the Researcher. Three research questions provide the
framework for this study:
1. How do Mississippi teachers perceive the usefulness of the MTES?
2. How do Mississippi teachers perceive that the MTES develops their
effective teaching practices?
3. How do Mississippi teachers perceive that the MTES supports their
professional growth?
Theoretical Framework
The basis for this research is guided by the study of philosophical assumptions
about beliefs regarding the nature of reality, ontology, and the study of knowledge,
epistemology (Creswell, 2013; Sipe & Constable, 1999). Thomas Kuhn, the American
philosopher of science who introduced the term paradigm shift worked to develop the
argument that “data and observation are theory-led, that theory is paradigm-led, and that
paradigms are historically and culturally located,” so understanding paradigms sets the
foundation and framework for this dissertation (Glesne, 2011, p. 5).
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The ontological assumptions of the researcher are constructed by a subjective set
of principles. Realities can be multiple because we view reality through different lenses,
and by studying those realities, we can develop a range of themes. When focusing on the
question of epistemology, additional ideas, such as believing that there can be more than
one truth and that we make our own reality, the need to understand the world, and
believing that through our reactions to and discussions of situations, we influence and
learn from each other, led to the research paradigm of interpretivism or social
constructivism.
Interpretivists want to know “how people interpret and make meaning of some
object, event, action, or perception” (Glesne, 2011, p. 8). The role of the interpretivists is
to access others’ interpretations of a social phenomenon and then to interpret themselves,
others’ actions, and intentions. Interpretivists also share the goal of understanding human
ideas, actions, and interactions in specific contexts. This understanding supports the
development of this dissertation, which examines teachers’ perspectives on the social
phenomenon of teacher evaluation, specifically the MTES, to discover the tool’s
usefulness in developing effective teachers.
Research design paradigms have been and will continue to be a work in progress
as discourse develops between proponents of the different viewpoints (Sipe & Constable,
1999). The paradigms are not rigid, well-defined categories. They have developed over
time and continue to evolve, are referred to by various names, and may even overlap at
times. After examining this information and reflecting on the beliefs and characteristics
of an interpretivist, this study will attempt to understand processes and people and to
ultimately improve processes and conditions for those involved.
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In addition, Creswell (2013) describes the interpretivist and constructivist
paradigms as interchangeable. These individuals seek to understand the world in which
they live and work because they believe meanings are formed through interaction with
others. These researchers do not start with a theory; instead, their inquiries generally or
inductively develop a pattern of meanings.
The researcher takes on the role of the investigator to delve into the meaning of a
topic, to understand it, and then to hopefully use the knowledge to make a better world.
There can be many interpretations of reality because of the different perspectives of the
participants in a study—their experiences, educational level, age, and/or mindset.
Through the study of paradigms, the researcher realizes that beliefs are the foundation on
which to frame a research study.
Research Design
The primary data for this qualitative, multiple-case study were obtained through a
cross-sectional, web-based survey followed by focus group meetings with interview
participants that provided a member check to validate the data (Merriam, 1998). This
section will describe qualitative methods, multiple-case studies, and cross-sectional
surveys.
Qualitative Method
A qualitative approach provided descriptive, narrative, and percentage responses
to the research questions in this study. Qualitative research is described as research that
“involves an interpretative, naturalistic approach to the world. This means that qualitative
researchers study things in their natural settings, attempting to make sense of, or interpret,
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phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to them” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p.
3). The process of the research flows from philosophical assumption through an
interpretative lens, and results in a better understanding of a human problem because it
includes the voices of the participants (Creswell, 2013). This study included multiple
steps that Creswell described as common characteristics of a qualitative study. The
researcher collected the data in the natural school setting using a survey instrument she
designed and vetted. Inductive and deductive logic was used as the data was organized
between themes. An holistic focus was on the participants’ dialogue and the Likert-scale
ratings on the survey as they described their perspectives on teacher evaluation. It was
key to learn about this phenomena of evaluation through the lens of the teachers.
To enhance internal validity, member checks were put into place within six weeks
following the survey. Merriam (1998) stresses taking the data results and initial analyses
back to the interview participants in focus groups to verify their input. This facilitated
interaction between the group members can draw out different perspectives and valuable
insight on the topic, and further document the trustworthiness of the data.
Multiple-Case Study
The research method used in this study is a multiple-case study. A multiple-case
study is used to replicate insights found in individual cases (Berg, 2009). This research
study includes five of the TIF schools in Mississippi, which will be fully described in the
population section. These schools were involved in a six-year grant that piloted the
MTES.
Multiple-case studies allow for a more realistic depiction of teacher evaluation,
seeking understanding of the impact the MTES has on teachers. The results of multiple36

case studies are often more compelling, and they are more likely to lend to valid
generalization (Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2015).
Yin (1984) presents the concept of a multiple-case study design. Figure 4
represents the work flow for comparing qualitative data in the five case studies.

Figure 3.

Case study work flow (adapted from Yin, 1984).

Cross-sectional survey
This study utilizes a survey method to obtain information from teacher
participants from five of the 10 TIF schools. Survey research does have its limitations
(Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2015; Salant & Dillman, 1994). To minimize possible
limitations, the survey was aligned with Salant and Dillman’s (1994) factors of good
survey research. The survey was developed with clear, unambiguous questions and
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response options, a large sample was selected, and the survey was administered to all
available teachers from the five TIF schools selected for this study to ensure clarity and
consistency. The survey allowed firsthand perceptions directly from the teachers who
have been trained on and have used the new statewide evaluation system for at least three
years, and it addressed the research questions through teachers’ reflective responses.
Table 1 displays the alignment of the survey questions and the research questions.
Table 1
Alignment of Research and Survey Questions
Research Questions

Survey Questions

How do Mississippi teachers perceive
the usefulness of the MTES?

Questions 9*, 10, 11*, 12, 13, 14, 15,
16, 17, 19

How do Mississippi teachers perceive
that the MTES develops their effective
teaching practices?

Questions 20*, 21*, 22, 23, 24, 25*,
26*, 27, 28*

How do Mississippi teachers perceive
that the MTES supports their
professional growth?

Questions 18, 29*, 30, 31*, 32*

Demographics

Questions 1-8

Note: *denotes constructed response
The survey collected Likert-scale responses from the teachers, as well as
qualitative, narrative, and constructed response impressions. The instrument included 32
questions (Appendix E). The survey questions were structured around the five parts of the
MTES: (1) teacher preassessment, (2) walk-throughs, (3) preconference, (4) formal
38

observations, and (5) postconference. The questions were also aligned with the three
research questions of this study. The survey utilized a combination of personal,
attitudinal, and behavioral questions. The question format included a combination of
open-ended, closed-ended, and semiclosed- ended questions. Semiclosed-ended questions
were the most common format, as they allow for both the thick, rich narrative responses
of the open-format and the ability to trend and tabulate responses to closed-ended
questions.
Before the instrument was administered, a pilot study was done to test the
instrument’s reliability and validity. The pilot study was conducted with 53 teachers who
did not participate in this study of TIF schools. Adjustments were made to the survey to
enhance its clarity and usefulness in gathering the needed data. Another modification
made in light of the pilot was, because teachers tended to give more detailed information
when handwriting their answers, teachers were given the option to handwrite their
responses. In addition the pilot phase revealed that when the researcher was present,
participants were able to get answers to their questions, alleviating any concerns
regarding anonymity and clarifying that this survey only covered the evaluation process.
Some teachers wanted to respond to the other TIF components, which included: (1)
performance-based compensation, (2) professional development, (3) career ladders for
teachers, and (4) data-management systems (MDE, 2015). The teachers were eager to
share their insight on the PBCS, but that was not a factor in this study, which focused
only on teacher evaluation.
A cross-sectional survey is done at one point in time with a predetermined
population and can often be hindered because of a low number of responses (Fraenkel,
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Wallen, & Hyun, 2015). Special consideration was taken to obtain a representative
sampling of the 362 original TIF teachers. Because some TIF teachers from the selected
school sites had retired or changed jobs over the past six years, it was not possible to get
feedback from all the teachers from these five sites. Ultimately, the research may have
been more revealing with their input, but tracking down these teachers would have been
difficult and time-consuming, with no guarantee of the value of their input. Diligent
efforts were made to get perceptions from most of the teachers currently employed in the
five TIF schools included in this analysis by direct administration of the survey to the
groups of TIF teachers on selected participating campuses.
To ensure that the majority of TIF teachers completed the survey, the researcher
traveled to each school and administered the survey in the manner agreed upon
beforehand by the principal. The survey took approximately 20 minutes to complete and
was completed with paper and pencil. There were two options for the administration of
the survey:
1. Administer the surveys during the teachers’ planning periods in the
library, lab, or an empty classroom throughout the school day.
2. Administer the surveys to all the teachers after school in the library or the
cafeteria.
Prior to surveys being completed, the researcher briefly discussed the research project,
answered any questions from the respondents, and had each teacher complete a consent
form (Appendix B) before they completed the survey. If participants did not desire to be a
part of this research project, they exited the process at this time. They were also assured
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that they could choose to exit the research at any time before, during, or after the survey
administration.
Population
The target population for this study was any teacher currently employed as a fulltime teacher in the TIF schools. To ensure consistency and a knowledgeable background
of the TIF grant and MTES process, only teachers from the selected schools who had
been evaluated with the MTES for three years completed the survey. The three-year time
frame allowed for the teachers to be adequately trained on the evaluation tool and gave
time for the teachers to become accustomed and acclimated to the process.
In November 2015, the 10 TIF superintendents were extended invitations to join
the research study during the spring of 2016, with six of the schools responding by
January. Contacts were made with the six principals on those TIF campuses to discuss the
research process and to set a date for the data to be obtained. One administrator was
reluctant to make a commitment because of a hectic school calendar, and after repeated
attempts with no progress, the study began with five TIF schools participating. Those
schools had approximately 80 teachers who were involved in the MTES process for at
least three years.
To maintain confidentiality and anonymity, the schools’ names were changed to
pseudonyms that reflect the names of American astronauts who were true pioneers in
space. The TIF teachers had their feet on the ground, but the 70 teachers who piloted the
MTES and agreed to participate in this study are pioneers in the world of teaching and
accountability. The schools will be referred to as:
1. Buzz Aldrin Elementary School
41

2. Neil Armstrong Elementary School
3. Guion Bluford Elementary School
4. Pete Conrad Elementary School
5. Mae Jemison Elementary School
Data Collection
Emails were sent to each of the TIF superintendents during November 2015
requesting permission to conduct the study (Appendix A). Six of the superintendents
submitted a letter of consent to pursue the study in the spring of 2016. After receiving
written permission from the superintendents, the six TIF principals were contacted in
January 2016 to further set the details for the researcher’s visit to each campus for data
collection and to provide the names of their teachers with at least three years of MTES
experience. Only five of the principals agreed to participate, and the study proceeded
after approval was granted from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) on March 4, 2016.
The researcher visited each TIF campus that agreed to be a part of the study and
administered the survey in the manner predetermined by the school principal. All the
principals requested that the survey be given during the teachers’ planning time in an
unused classroom. Prior to completing the survey, the researcher briefly explained the
research project and addressed any questions or concerns. All participants were given the
consent form to read and sign. If teachers preferred not to be included in the survey, they
exited at this time. They were also assured that they could choose to exit the research at
any time before, during, or after the survey administration. Each teacher was given a
copy of the consent agreement that included the researcher’s contact information. By
administering the survey herself, the researcher was able to set a calm and threat-free
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environment and could ensure that the surveys were completed independently by the
teachers and not through a collaborative effort.
The survey was completed in paper and pencil because the schools had limited
computers available. All paper and pencil entries were keyed into SurveyMonkey by the
researcher to eliminate entry errors and to maintain confidentiality.
Follow-up focus groups were offered to all the teachers who completed the
survey. Approximately 30% of the original participates were interested or able to attend.
Table 2 displays the participating schools and the number attending each focus group.
Table 2
Participants in study
Schools

# of participants

# attending focus groups

Buzz Aldrin Elementary

22

7

Neil Armstrong Elementary

16

4

Guion Bluford Elementary

12

4

Pete Conrad Elementary

2

0

Mae Jemison Elementary

18

5

TOTAL

70

20

In qualitative research, a member check is used to validate and verify reliability of
the data (Merriam, 1998). In this research study, member checks were completed by
focus groups. The focus groups were held approximately six weeks after the
administration of the initial survey. The intent of the focus groups was to complete a
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member check by giving the participants feedback by sharing anonymous findings from
their school only, to gain clarification where needed, and to gather any additional
reflections the teachers had since completing the survey. Four questions led the
conversation with the teachers in attendance:
1. After hearing the findings from the survey your group of teachers
completed, is there any information you feel is inaccurate?
2. Were you surprised by any of the results?
3. What details do you feel are missing?
4. Is there anything else you want to add to the findings?
A copy of the four questions was given to each teacher, and after sharing the
findings, the questions guided the discussion. The teachers could orally share their
responses or, if more comfortable, they could write their thoughts. All the handouts were
collected at the end of the focus group meeting to capture any written comments. The
researcher’s email was provided to the participants so they could email any more
thoughts or information they wanted to share on the MTES.
The focus group method for member checks helped participants’ responses
remain confidential because even though it was obvious who was in attendance for the
focus group, no one knew what information was written on the handout or emailed to the
researcher regarding the MTES besides the researcher. The researcher took the focus
group input and was able to further gain insight and clarification on the original
participant responses. The member check also allowed the teachers an opportunity to
further reflect on their experiences with the evaluation process over the previous years
and further share their perceptions of it.
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Data Analysis
The survey data were collected and analyzed by SurveyMonkey. All Likert-scale
responses were calculated by percentages. The percentages obtained from teacher
responses to the survey coupled with the qualitative responses provided deeper scope and
comparison that the qualitative responses alone.
The qualitative perception responses were coded and then organized into
categories and then themes using NVivo software. According to Merriam (1998), data
analysis is the process of making sense out of the data. Making sense involves
consolidating, reducing, and interpreting what participants have said and what the
researcher has seen and read. It is a complex process of making meaning, moving
between concrete data and abstract concepts, between inductive and deductive reasoning,
and between description and interpretation. These meanings constitute the findings of a
study (Merriam, 1998).
Yin (2003) states that no matter the specific analytic strategy used, the researcher
must do everything to make sure that the analysis is of the highest quality. According to
Yin, the researcher should
1. show that he or she has attended to all the evidence;
2. address all major rival interpretations;
3. address the most significant aspect of the case study; and
4. use his or her own prior, expert knowledge in the case study.
The NVivo qualitative software program (2013) was used for data management
and analysis of the narrative data. Case data consisted of the information collected from
the responses on the survey that participants completed. Once the raw data were collected
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and entered into the NVivo program, a condensing of the data began (Patton, 2002).
Coding is one of the principal steps taken during analysis to organize and gain
understanding of the textual data. Coding allows the researcher to sort and cluster
together sections of data related to the research questions or themes (Miles & Huberman,
1994). It allows the researcher to gather the data that are meaningful and align them so
sections can be more readily analyzed.
Each case study was conducted and written up independently. Yin (1984)
determined that the descriptive approach supports the case study because it identifies the
embedded unit of analysis. The data-analysis diagram was adopted from Yin (see Figure
4) and was used for the data analysis. After each case was developed, the cross-case
synthesis technique was used (Yin, 2003). This single-case study technique was
strengthened by using multiple cases.
The following research questions were analyzed independently:
1. How do Mississippi teachers perceive the usefulness of the MTES?
2. How do Mississippi teachers perceive that the MTES develops their
effective teaching practices?
3. How do Mississippi teachers perceive that the MTES supports their
professional growth?
Trustworthiness
No research is flawless; however, a researcher aims to demonstrate
trustworthiness and provide valid and reliable results that increase the knowledge base on
the phenomena under study. Creswell (2013) suggests several trustworthiness strategies
to enhance the internal validity. The researcher should employ rigorous data collection
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procedures, frame the study using an evolving design, and present multiple realities. An
audit trail was kept by journaling the progress of the research to track the data collection
and design process, and the research was written using thick description and details of the
participants and their perceptions.
Wolcott (1995), a leader in qualitative-research writing methods, discussed
qualitative internal validity and suggested that it has less to do with being “valid” than it
has to do with being more “credible.” To substantiate credibility, which guarantees that
the study measures what was intended, the researcher used peer reviews for corroboration
and to provide an external check of the process and multiple types of data (qualitative and
percentages) to support the findings.
Wolcott (1995) also suggested that qualitative research is really a question of
transferability. He suggested that in order to be able to transfer findings, there must be a
discussion for readers with thick description. With detailed writing, researchers more
accurately recreate the circumstances under which research was conducted allowing for
more accurate comparison of results. Thick description is used in this study to assist
readers in determining the transferability of the findings.
Ethics
Purposeful steps were taken to ensure sensitivity in making ethical decisions
throughout the research (Creswell, 2013). Prior to conducting the study, the IRB received
an application for review for this research study. The MDE approved this work
(Appendix C) and supported the research by providing introductions and/or clarification
when needed. Each school’s gatekeeper was contacted in advance and was a part of the
decision-making for the interview process on their campus. Only after approval from the
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administrators were teachers contacted regarding this study. The researcher visited each
campus to administer the interview survey as prearranged with the administrator and at
that time obtained signed consent forms and addressed any questions or concerns with the
teachers. In addition, the researcher obtained permission from each school’s administrator
before returning for the focus group visit. Participants were able to withdraw from the
study if they desired.
To further ensure confidentiality and protect the privacy of the participants, the
surveys were completed anonymously; pseudonyms for the name of the school campus
were on each survey so teachers’ names and locations were protected. In addition, the
researcher removed all identifiers in notes, research, and data to ensure that narratives,
quotes, and results cannot be tracked directly back to a participant or school. Individual
responses were not shared with anyone. Documents and data were kept in a locked and
secure file cabinet to ensure that confidentiality was protected and maintained.
To build a partnership of trust and respect with all participants, the researcher
remained cognizant of teaching schedules and demands on the educators. The researcher
focused on the comfort of the participants so that teaching time was not disrupted and
undue stress was not placed on the participants.
The researcher remained aware of her association and connection with the
statewide evaluation process and was mindful to remain detached so as not to influence
the findings. In addition, the researcher addressed any biases as they arose during the
study.
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Role of the Researcher
The researcher was Lois Kappler (see curriculum vitae in Appendix F). Rubin and
Rubin (2012) state that in collecting data the researcher is the “primary tool for gathering
information” (p. 9). To prepare for this task, I successfully completed PhD coursework
and selected a relevant educational-leadership topic. To further explain my role as the
data-gathering instrument, I will attempt to describe myself.
I have been an educator (teacher and administrator) in Mississippi for 22 years,
and I was the principal at Cook Elementary in Columbus, MS, which was one of the TIF
schools. I participated from the beginning with the TIF training and the building of the
original PBCS pay-out plan in 2010 and was actively involved for the first two years of
the TIF grant. During that time, I was trained on the MTES process by MDE trainers and
worked closely with consultants assigned to my school to fully implement the evaluation
tool and PLC components. In this capacity, I interacted with approximately 50 teachers,
an assistant principal, and a lead teacher; together we struggled with understanding and
adapting to the more rigorous teacher evaluation. I saw confusion and even fear from
some teachers and administrators who opted to retire rather than deal with this level of
teacher accountability. During my training with the other TIF administrators, I learned
that this reaction was statewide and a real concern for many.
In July 2012, I began work at RCU at Mississippi State University. My position as
a project manager placed me as a trainer for the MTES with educators across the state;
the MDE contracts with the RCU for expert help on many teacher-education projects. In
addition, I worked with several districts on another PBCS pilot implemented by the
governor’s office. As a master coder, I was one of a 12-member evaluation team who
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modified the original M-STAR rubric as a result of feedback groups held across the state
in 2014.
With all my work in teacher evaluation, it is understandable that I chose this topic
for a research project. My expertise on the evaluation tool and process was helpful in
discussing the topic with teachers and in understanding the findings of the study, but I
also understood the importance of addressing any bias I may have so as not to influence
the results. Since this research was an extension of my job, potential bias may exist. It
may be that I want teacher evaluation to be successful or that my personal experiences
may color the findings.
During the 2015-2016 school year, I was not involved with any MDE evaluation
work. The evaluation instrument was undergoing modifications driven by teacher and
administrator input and focus committees steered by the MDE; I exempted myself from
that work. This time period coincided with the time frame in which I completed my
research, collected data, and analyzed the research findings. This break from MDErelated work allowed me to focus on my research project, but I was careful not to let my
six-year work relationship with the MDE influence the findings of this study.
The MDE approved this study to learn more from the TIF teachers about their
perceptions of the evaluation tool, but they were not involved or financially supportive of
this project in any way. The results will be shared with them to assist the MDE in
modifying and enhancing the MTES to build teacher effectiveness.
To address potential biases, I remained aware of them during the data collection
and analysis portions of the research. When faced with surprising or unexpected results, I
remained focused on what the data revealed and not what I hoped it would reveal. It was
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my intent to maintain the integrity of this multiple-case study so that the results would be
valid and reliable.
Summary
This chapter described the methodology and procedures that were used to conduct
this study of teachers’ perceptions of the MTES. This qualitative methods approach gave
an in-depth representation of 70 Mississippi teachers’ reflections on their firsthand
experiences with the new evaluation tool and helped to answer whether the MTES is
useful in supporting teaching practices and professional growth. The multiple-case study
added depth to the findings and to the body of knowledge on the development of the
Mississippi evaluation system.
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FINDINGS
Chapter IV presents the results of the study based on the data procedures and
methods described in Chapter III. This chapter is presented in seven sections: (1) Buzz
Aldrin Elementary School case study, (2) Neil Armstrong Elementary School case study,
(3) Guion Bluford Elementary School case study, (4) Pete Conrad Elementary School
case study, (5) Mae Jemison Elementary School case study, (6) cross-case analysis of the
five schools in this study, and (7) summary.
The purpose of this multiple-case study was to discover how Mississippi teachers
who participated for at least three years in the TIF grant perceived the MTES and to
determine whether the evaluation tool was useful in supporting and developing effective
teaching practices and professional growth. The findings of this study provide insight into
the effects of the current evaluation system on teacher development, and
recommendations based on the findings may enhance the evaluation process to better
assist and support teachers.
The survey data were collected and analyzed using SurveyMonkey. Narrativeand constructed-response impressions were gathered from the participating teachers. All
Likert-scale responses were calculated by percentages. The instrument included 32
questions (see Appendix E). The survey questions were structured around the five parts
of the MTES: (1) the teacher preassessment, (2) walk-throughs, (3) preconference, (4)
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formal observations, and (5) postconference. Survey questions were also aligned with the
three research questions of this study and utilized a combination of personal, attitudinal,
and behavioral questions.
The question format included a combination of open-ended, closed-ended, and
semiclosed-ended questions. Semiclosed-ended questions were the most common format,
as they allow for both the advantages of the thick, rich narrative responses of the open
format and the ability to trend and frequency tabulate responses offered by closed-ended
format.
The qualitative perception responses were coded, organized into categories, and
then coded to determine themes using NVivo software processes. Making sense of the
data involved consolidating, reducing, and interpreting what participants said and what
the researcher saw and heard. It is a complex process of making meaning, moving
between concrete data and abstract concepts, between inductive and deductive reasoning,
and between description and interpretation. These meanings constitute the findings of this
study.
Each case study was conducted and written independently. A descriptive
approach supports the case study to identify and describe the teachers’ perceptions of the
evaluation process. After each case was developed, the cross-case synthesis technique
was used. A single-case-study technique was strengthened by using multiple cases and
their findings.
The findings are presented in relation to the three research questions that guided
the study:
1. How do Mississippi teachers perceive the usefulness of the MTES?
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2. How do Mississippi teachers perceive that the MTES develops their
effective teaching practices?
3. How do Mississippi teachers perceive that the MTES supports their
professional growth?
To analyze the first research question, I referred to 10 survey questions: 9, 10, 11,
12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, and 19. These responses referred to the overall usefulness of the
MTES and to the four major components of the evaluation process: the walkthroughs,
preobservation conferences, classroom observations, and postconferences. Two of the
questions, 9 and 11, required responses from the teachers to gather their perceptions of
how they felt at the beginning of the implementation process and descriptions of the
training they received to prepare them to use this evaluation process.
To analyze the second research question, I referred to nine survey questions: 20,
21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, and 28. Five qualitative questions—20, 21, 25, 26, and 28—
focused on the teachers’ perceptions of how MTES developed their effective teaching
practices and whether they and/or their students were benefiting from the evaluation
process.
To analyze the last research question, I referred to five survey questions: 18, 29,
30, 31, and 32. Three of these qualitative questions—29, 31, and 32—drew the teachers’
impressions on how the MTES supported their professional growth and its impact on
their school’s teaching culture. Teachers were also asked for their suggestions on ways to
modify the MTES to better support them and their professional growth. Table 1 in
Chapter III displays the alignment of the research questions and survey questions.
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Aldrin Elementary Case Study #1
Aldrin Elementary had 16 teachers who participated in this study. The participants
represent 16 of the 17 teachers (93.8%) who were evaluated by MTES at this school for
at least three years. Two of the 16 teachers (12.5%) were trained and evaluated during all
six years of the TIF grant. Thirteen of the 16 teachers (81.2%) had taught 10 years or
more, and six of the 16 teachers (37.5%) had been at Aldrin Elementary for fewer than 10
years. Ten of the 16 teachers (62.5%) had a master’s degree, and one teacher (6.3%) had
a specialist degree; only one teacher (6.3%) was a National Board Certified teacher.
Fourteen of the 16 teachers (87.5%) were female, two (12.5%) were male, and nine of the
16 teachers (56.2%) were age 40 or younger. In addition, the school had two different
principals during the six years of the TIF grant. Table 3 displays demographic
information for the Aldrin Elementary participants.
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Table 3
Overview of Aldrin Elementary School Participants
Characteristic

Percentage

# of Participants

Teachers evaluated with MTES 3 or more years

100%

16

Teachers evaluated with MTES since first year
(2010 - 2016)

12.5%

2

Teachers who have taught 10 years or more

81.2%

13

Teachers at the school less than 10 years

37.5%

6

Teachers with master’s degree

62.5%

10

Teachers with specialist degree

6.3%

1

0%

0

National Board Certified teacher

6.3%

1

Female

87.5%

14

Male

12.5%

2

Age 40 or younger

56.2%

9

Teachers with PhD

N = 16
Research question #1: How do Aldrin Elementary teachers perceive the
usefulness of the MTES?
Per survey Questions 9 and 10, 11 of the 16 teachers (68.8%) at Aldrin
Elementary acknowledged they received a great deal of training on the MTES, with four
of the 16 teachers (25%) reporting a moderate amount of training received. Only one of
the 16 teachers (6.3%) noted receiving little training. When the MTES process was first
implemented, nine of the 16 teachers (56%) reported feeling overwhelmed and
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apprehensive, and five of the 16 teachers (31%) shared that they were nervous and
stressed. Comments included, “I felt it [MTES] was a way to justify not paying teachers
more or not keeping teachers considered problems,” and “I was very nervous about it all.
It was overwhelming to think that I had to meet all of those indicators.” Yet several
reported favorable perceptions, with two teachers offering the following comments: “I
was excited to see how I performed as a teacher compared to other teachers,” and “I was
excited about having a model to build my teaching practices.”
Per Questions 11 and 12, the teachers reported that MTES training was held
through both in-school workshops at the beginning of the year led by their principal or a
master teacher in their school and through professional trainings led by the MDE or their
contracted specialists. Some of the training topics mentioned favorably by the teachers
were the M-STAR rubric, Kagen and data training, and teaching strategies to reach the
Level 4 effectiveness level. All 16 of the teachers considered the training either useful
(56.3%) or moderately useful (43.8%). Table 4 displays data on teacher responses to the
questions described above.
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Table 4
Perceptions of Aldrin Elementary School MTES Training
Question

Great deal

Moderate
amount

Little

10. How much
MTES training
have you received?

68.8% (11)

25% (4)

6.3% (1)

Very useful

Moderately
useful

Little useful

56.3% (9)

43.8% (7)

12. How useful
was the MTES
training?

None at
all

Not at all

N = 16; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parenthesis
Overall, 11 of the 16 teachers (69%) at Aldrin Elementary felt the MTES was
very or moderately useful (Table 4). The responses regarding the usefulness of the four
major components—walkthroughs, preobservation conferences, classroom observations,
and postconferences—fell predominately in the very useful to moderately useful range.
Ten of the 16 teachers (62.5%) considered the walkthroughs moderately or very
useful, and 13 of the 16 teachers (81.3%) thought the classroom observations were very
useful or moderately useful. Nine of the 16 teachers (56.3) perceived preobservation
conferences as very or moderately useful. Five of the 16 teachers (31.3%) felt
preobservation conferences were slightly useful, and one of the 16 teachers (6.3%)
reported they were not useful at all. Thirteen of the 16 teachers (82%) felt that the
postconferences were very or moderately useful, and 10 of the 16 teachers (62.5%)
received their postconferences within seven days of their classroom observations.
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Questions 13-17 and 19 were the sources of the data described in this paragraph, which
are displayed in Tables 5 and 6.
Table 5
Perceptions of Aldrin Elementary School Usefulness of the MTES
Question

Very

Moderately

Slightly

Not
Useful

13. Is the MTES
useful?

25% (4)

43.8% (7)

25% (4)

6.3% (1)

14. How useful are
walkthroughs to
you?

25% (4)

37.5% (6)

37.5% (6)

15. How useful are
preobservation
conferences to
you?

25% (4)

31.3% (5)

31.3% (5)

16. How useful are
classroom
observations to
you?

25% (4)

56.3% (9)

18.8% (3)

17. How useful are
postconferences to
you?

43% (7)

38% (6)

6.3% (1)

6.3% (1)

None
Held

6.3% (1)

13% (2)

N = 16; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parenthesis
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Table 6
Perceptions of Aldrin Elementary School Postconference Timing
Question

19. How soon after the
classroom observation
does your postconference
take place?

Time Frame

Responses

Within 1 to 3 work days

50% (8)

Within 4 to 7 work days

12.5% (2)

Within 2 to 3 weeks

12.5% (2)

Within 1 to 2 months

6.3% (1)

At the end of the school year

6.3% (1)

No postconference was held

12.5% (2)

N = 16; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parenthesis
When analyzing the overall data regarding teachers’ perceptions of the usefulness
of the MTES, the data suggest that the majority of the respondents (93.8%) found the
process useful to some degree. All MTES components were found to be of use to 11 of
the 16 Aldrin teachers. Two of 16 teachers (12.5%) reported that the process was not
completed as intended.
Research question #2: How do Aldrin Elementary teachers perceive that the
MTES develops their effective teaching practices?
When the teachers were asked in Questions 20, 21, and 22 if the MTES accurately
assessed their teaching practices, teachers were divided, with nine (56.3 %) agreeing with
the statement while seven (43.8 %) disagreed with the results of their evaluation. The
feedback received during the MTES process was the crux that influenced the teachers’
positive perceptions and the need for the process. One teacher shared that the feedback
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given during the process highlighted her teaching strengths, and examples were given to
improve areas where growth was needed. Another reported she was coached to better
manage her time, so she invested in a timer and used it to monitor classroom minutes.
Another teacher was told in the postconference to include more technology in her
teaching, so she developed her skill level to include PowerPoints and teaching videos into
her lessons. Another teacher shared that, “The types of questions I asked and my teaching
needed to be more rigorous, so I worked to adapt new strategies and higher order thinking
questions to better engage my students.”
Comments from teachers who did not support the accuracy of the MTES centered
on the lack of consistent feedback that they received. One reported, “At times the
feedback was great, and there was lots of it. However, at other times it was not as detailed
and consistent.” Another teacher said, “The preobservation and postobservation
conferences are good chances for feedback, but unfortunately, those steps are not always
done. Feedback is beneficial when I get it.” If the teachers saw the value in the specific
feedback they were given, they found more reason to take ownership to develop more
effective teaching practices.
When teachers reported how much they perceived their teaching practices had
improved (Questions 23 and 24), 10 of the 16 teachers (62.5%) felt that the MTES had
influenced them either greatly or moderately. The six remaining teachers (37.5%)
reported that their teaching practices had improved a little. None of the 16 teachers
reported that their teaching had not improved at all. Ten of the 16 teachers (62.5%)
reported they were benefiting from the influence of the MTES, five teachers (31.3%) said
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they were only benefiting a little, and only one teacher (6.3%) felt no benefits at all from
the influence of the evaluation process.
On Question 25, all but one of the 16 teachers commented that there were a
variety of benefits to the MTES. They liked that the same expectations were set for all
teachers, that the MTES was a way for all teachers to be held accountable, that there was
feedback on their effectiveness as a teacher, and that the MTES identified areas for
improvement. One teacher shared that, “I like studying the data and applying it to what I
teach [to] improve areas of my instruction,” and another said, “I now have verification
that I am doing my job according to state standards.” One teacher commented that, “I
think new teachers are helped with the structure it [MTES] gives.” Only one teacher
(Teacher A) stated that, “I don’t see any benefits” to the MTES despite admitting that
useful feedback was given on lesson plans and Kagen and data training was received.
Teacher A also felt that the required paperwork was too much, thus, concluding that the
benefits of the MTES were outweighed by inconvenience or workload.
When asked in Question 26 which part of the MTES was not beneficial to them,
the teachers expressed concern over the need to document the standards in their lesson
plans and provide evidence through artifacts; they felt that this tool was not realistic and
was time-consuming, taking time away from actual planning and teaching. One teacher
shared that, “The observation tends to be a ‘pony show,’” and another said, “Anyone can
be an ‘effective’ teacher when someone is watching.” Several were concerned about
having to include every component in every lesson.
Ten of the 16 teachers’ (62%) had concerns that were centered on MTES
fallacies; four of the teachers did not comment. The need to document excessively, make
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double copies, develop an artifact binder, and demonstrate every standard in every lesson
were not actually requirements of the evaluation system. Since these responses were so
dominant, the accuracy or understanding of their training or a lack of clear
communication from their principal is in question.
The teachers were in agreement when asked in Questions 27 and 28 if their
students were benefiting from the influence of the MTES. Half of the 16 teachers
reported that students were benefiting either a great deal or moderately, and the other half
said they were benefiting a little. Teachers reported that students were benefiting from
MTES in multiple ways: (a) students were reaching a higher potential, (b) the process
bettered teachers who in turn bettered their students, (c) teachers strove to improve their
instruction for students, (d) students were making connections to real life, (e) teachers
looked deeper for student understanding, and (f) there was a stronger focus on
differentiated learning and higher-order thinking questions. Only three of the 16 teachers
(19%) did not respond to that survey question. Teacher A responded that, “It [MTES]
benefits the students because teachers pay closer attention to struggling students.” This
teacher saw this as a benefit to students but not to the teacher. Table 7 displays data on
the questions described above.
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Table 7
Perceptions of Aldrin Elementary School Effective Teaching Practices
Question

Strongly agree Agree

22. The MTES
accurately assesses
my teaching.

Disagree

6.3% (1)

50% (8)

43.8% (7)

Great deal

Moderately

A little

23. How much
have your teaching
practices improved
as a result of the
MTES?

18.8% (3)

43.8% (7)

37.5% (6)

24. How much are
you benefiting
from the MTES?

12.5% (2)

50% (8)

31.25% (5)

27. How much are
your students
benefiting from the
impact of the
MTES?

12.5% (2)

37.5% (6)

50% (8)

Strongly
disagree

None at
all

6.3% (1)

N = 16; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parenthesis
Research question #3: How do Aldrin Elementary teachers perceive that the
MTES supports their professional growth?
In Question 30, the majority of the teachers, 14 of the 16 (87.5%), reported that
the MTES supported their professional growth. Two of the 16 teachers (12.5%) did not
agree that MTES supported their professional growth. Teachers reported on the quality
professional development provided since the implementation of the MTES, saying that it
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was very usable and aligned with their needs and goals. When responding to Question 18,
all of the 16 teachers (100%) felt that the professional goals they developed throughout
the MTES process were useful to some degree in improving their teaching effectiveness.
The goals and the evaluation process gave them a sharper focus on their instruction and
student achievement.
When the 16 teachers were asked in Question 29 how the MTES process changed
their school, one teacher did not respond, and two had negative comments. Teacher A
shared, “There has been a negative change [with] more stress than ever,” and the other
teacher responding negatively wrote, “We have a lot more paperwork and duties.” Other
teachers reported that, under the MTES, “Teachers are more attentive to details in their
lesson plans,” “It [the MTES] has helped teachers to push the students to work harder,”
“We are asked by other teachers [outside our district] what we are implementing in our
classrooms to make our students more successful,” and “I feel that our teachers have
become more confident in their teaching methods.” Several of the teachers commented
on the improved teamwork and collegiality among the staff and noted that everyone was
on the same page and understood the expectations for teachers. The majority of the
teachers perceived that the TIF experience and the MTES process were good for their
school. Table 8 displays data for the questions described above.
Half of the 16 teachers (50%) offered suggestions to modify or improve the
MTES in their responses to Questions 31 and 32. The other eight teachers did not
comment on this question. Suggestions included (1) teach the MTES evaluation method
to college students so new teachers are prepared, (2) further training is needed for
administrators to ensure consistency in the use of the MTES, (3) the MTES process and
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rubric are too lengthy and need to be shortened, (4) observations should be more
frequent, and (5) feedback should be given with two days of the observation. In chapter V
the current modifications being made by the MDE will be compared with the teachers’
recommendations from this study.
Table 8
Perceptions of Aldrin Elementary School Teachers’ Professional Growth
Question
30. The MTES
supports my
professional
growth.

Strongly
agree
18.8% (3)

Very useful
18. How useful
are the
development of
professionalgrowth goals?

31.3% (5)

Agree
68.8% (11)

Moderately
31.3% (5)

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

12.5% (2)

Slightly

None at
all

Goals
not set

37.5% (6)

N = 16; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parenthesis
Aldrin Elementary School Summary
Aldrin Elementary had approximately 30% turnover during the last six years, but
experienced teachers were hired to fill gaps, with the majority (81.2%) having taught 10
years or more. Most of the teachers held advanced degrees. The majority of the teachers
were prepared for the MTES with repeated trainings offered each year by their school and
the MDE.
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Overall, 93.8% of the teachers felt the MTES process was to some degree useful
to them. Only one teacher perceived that the MTES was not useful at all. The majority of
the teachers saw value in the four major components: walkthroughs, preobservation
conferences, classroom observations, and postconferences. One teacher saw no
usefulness in the preobservation conference, and two did not experience postconferences
after their classroom observation. It was reported that 10 of the 16 teachers (62.5%) had
their postconference within a week of the formal classroom observation, and only three of
the 16 teachers commented on the process being negative and inconsistently completed
by their administrator.
The majority of the teachers reported that the MTES did positively impact their
teaching practices, with 100% reporting that it affected their practices to some degree. No
one reported that it did not help them at all. When asked if they benefitted from the
evaluation process, all but one teacher (Teacher A) felt that there were benefits for them.
Teacher A reported that there were not any MTES benefits, yet they did receive feedback
on lesson plans and got Kagen and data training.
All teachers responded that the students also reaped benefits from the impact of
the MTES. One Aldrin Elementary teacher shared, “I think this form of evaluation has
made me a better teacher. I began to focus on all the different levels of being a teacher
and how I could improve on each level.” Another teacher said, “It [MTES] keeps me
from becoming too complacent and keeps me on my toes.” Out of the 16 teachers, only
one (Teacher A) made a negative comment about not seeing any benefits to the process,
yet that same teacher reported that his/her students benefitted from the process because of
training received during professional development.
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Overwhelmingly, 14 of the 16 teachers (87.6%) reported that the MTES
supported their professional growth. They reported that their professional development
was targeted to meet the demands of the MSTAR rubric and that they received instruction
on using data to make informed decisions and on Kagan teaching strategies to use in their
classrooms. Ten of the 16 teachers (62.6%) felt that the professional goals set throughout
the MTES process were useful and beneficial to them, and the other six teachers (37.5%)
felt that setting professional goals was at least slightly useful. No one reported that goalsetting was not useful at all.
In addition, the majority of the teachers felt that the evaluation process changed
the culture of their school campus to make it more positive. They reported being stronger
in reaching diverse learning abilities, teaching more in-depth, and working together more.
One teacher shared that, “We are viewed as team workers instead of individual teachers,”
and another said, “The MTES helps unify us in that it gives us a way to all be on the
same page when it comes to our teaching. We know exactly what is expected.” The two
negative comments made on this topic centered on elevated stress on the campus and
more paperwork and duties because of the MTES process.
Armstrong Elementary School Case Study #2
Armstrong Elementary had 22 teachers who participated in this study,
representing 22 of the 23 teachers (95.5%) who had been evaluated by the MTES for at
least three years. Nine of the 22 teachers (40.9%) were trained and evaluated during all
six years of the TIF grant. Twelve of the 22 teachers (54.6%) had taught 10 years or
more, and 17 of the 22 teachers (77.3%) had been at Armstrong Elementary for fewer
than 10 years. Ten of the 22 teachers (45.5%) had their master’s degree, and two of the
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teachers (9.1%) were National Board Certified. All the teachers were female, and half of
the teachers were age 40 or younger. In addition, the school had two different principals
during the six years of the TIF grant. Table 9 displays demographic data for the
participating teachers at Armstrong Elementary.
Table 9
Overview of Armstrong Elementary School Participants
Characteristic

Percentage

# of Participants

Teachers evaluated with MTES 3 or more years

100%

22

Teachers evaluated with MTES since first year
(2010 - 2016)

40.9%

9

Teachers who have taught 10 years or more

54.6%

12

Teachers at the school less than 10 years

77.3%

17

Teachers with master’s degree

45.5%

10

Teachers with specialist degree

0%

0

Teachers with PhD

0%

0

National Board Certified teacher

9.1%

2

Female

100%

22

Male

0%

0

Age 40 or younger

50%

11
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Research question #1: How do Armstrong Elementary teachers perceive the
usefulness of the MTES?
Per Questions 9 and 10, 17 of the 22 teachers (77.3%) at Armstrong Elementary
stated that they received a great deal to a moderate amount of training on the MTES, with
four (18.2%) reporting a little amount of training. Only one teacher reported not receiving
any training on the MTES. When the MTES process was first implemented, five of the 22
teachers (23%) reported feeling overwhelmed and apprehensive, 11 (50%) shared that
they were nervous and stressed, and two (1%) were concerned that the rubric was not
applicable to specialty-subject teachers, such as fine arts teachers or physical education
(PE) teachers. Comments from three of the concerned teachers were, “I was frustrated
and upset with the scoring process because we were judged based on two days with a
score to say how well we taught,” and “I was unsure of what to expect when it [MTES]
was first implemented,” and “I was overwhelmed and did not feel it [MTES] was fair
because the scoring was subjective.” Yet several reported favorable perceptions, with two
teachers offering the following comments: “I was overwhelmed by all of the information
I received in training, but at the same time excited to use the tool for planning,” and “I
was anxious and excited to see how it [MTES] would benefit us. We needed feedback on
our teaching.”
Per Questions 11 and 12, the teachers reported that MTES training was held
through in-school workshops at the beginning of the year led by their principal or a
master teacher in their school, as well as professional trainings led by the MDE or their
contracted specialists. The training included extensive explanations of the rubric
components, examples of the process, and what the evidence for the effectiveness levels
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would look like. Fifteen of the 22 teachers (68%) considered the training useful or
moderately useful, four (18.2%) considered it a little useful, and three (13.6%) reported it
was not at all useful. Table 10 displays data on Questions 10 and 12.
Table 10
Perceptions of Armstrong Elementary School MTES Training
Question

Great deal

Moderate
amount

Little

None at
all

10. How much
MTES training
have you
received?

31.8% (7)

45.5% (10)

18.2% (4)

4.6% (1)

Very useful

Moderately
useful

Little useful

Not at all

40.9% (9)

27.3% (6)

18.2% (4)

13.6% (3)

12. How useful
was the MTES
training?

N = 22; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parentheses
Overall, 8 of the 22 Armstrong Elementary teachers (36.4%) felt the MTES was
very or moderately useful, and 11 (50%) perceived the process to be only a little useful
(Table 9). Responses on the usefulness of the four major components—walkthroughs,
preobservation conferences, classroom observations, and postconferences—varied in
their degree of usefulness. Nine of the 22 teachers (40.9%) considered the walkthroughs
moderately or very useful, and nine (40.9%) thought the classroom observations were
very or moderately useful. The teachers were split on the usefulness of preobservation
conferences. Seven of the 22 teachers (31.8%) reported that the preobservation
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conferences were useful to them, another six (27.2%) reported that they were slightly
useful, and nine (40.9%) reported that they were not useful at all. Three of the 22 teachers
(13.6%) reported that preobservation conferences were not held with them, and so
therefore of no use to them. Six of the 22 teachers (27.3%) felt that the postconferences
were very or moderately useful, with only two (9.1%) receiving their postconferences
within seven days of their classroom observations. Ten of the 22 teachers (45.6%)
reported that their postconferences were held at the end of the school year, and eight
(36.4%) shared that postconferences were not held with them. Questions 13-17 and 19
were the sources of the above data, which is displayed in Table 11 and 12.
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Table 11
Perceptions of Armstrong Elementary School Usefulness of the MTES
Question

Very

Moderately

Slightly

Not
Useful

None Held

13. Is the MTES
useful?

22.7% (5)

13.6% (3)

50% (11)

13.6% (3)

14. How useful
are walkthroughs
to you?

9.1% (2)

31.8% (7)

36.4% (8)

9.1% (2)

13.6% (3)

15. How useful
are
preobservation
conferences to
you?

13.6% (3)

18.2% (4)

27.3% (6)

27.3% (6)

13.6% (3)

16. How useful
are classroom
observations to
you?

18.2% (4)

22.7% (5)

45.5% (10)

13.6% (3)

17. How useful
are
postconferences
to you?

9.1% (2)

18.2% (4)

31.8% (7)

9.1% (2)

31.8% (7)

N = 22; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parentheses
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Table 12
Perceptions of Armstrong Elementary School Postconference Timing
Question

19. How soon after the
classroom observation
does your postconference
take place?

Time Frame

Responses

Within 1 to 3 work days

4.6% (1)

Within 4 to 7 work days

4.6% (1)

Within 2 to 3 weeks

4.6% (1)

Within 1 to 2 months

4.6% (1)

At the end of the school
year

45.5% (10)

No postconference was
held

36.4% (8)

N = 22; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parentheses
When analyzing the overall data regarding teachers’ perceptions of the usefulness
of the MTES, the data suggest that the majority of the responses (86.3%) found the
process useful to some degree. Thirteen of the 22 teachers (59%) reported the process
was not completed with them, thus explaining why 50% perceived the MTES as slightly
useful.
Research question #2: How do Armstrong Elementary teachers perceive that the
MTES develops their effective teaching practices?
When the teachers were asked in Questions 20, 21, and 22 if the MTES accurately
assessed their teaching practices, the teachers were equally divided, with 11 of the 22
teachers (50 %) agreeing with the statement, while the other 50% disagreed with the
results of their evaluation. Eight of the 22 teachers did not have examples of feedback
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they had received, and six of the teachers shared that the feedback given during the
feedback conference focused on increasing questioning skills and rigor when teaching.
The remainder of the teachers’ comments on their feedback centered on classroommanagement skills. The feedback comments made by the teachers were very generic. Six
of the teachers shared that they had researched topics and found resources to use to
increase their effectiveness in attempts to improve their teaching, but without consistent
observations or regular targeted feedback they were not too concerned about their
progress. If the teachers saw value in the specific feedback they were given, they found
more reason to take ownership of developing more effective teaching practices.
When teachers reported how much they perceived their teaching practices had
improved (Questions 23 and 24), 10 of the 22 teachers (45.5%) felt that the MTES had
influenced them either greatly or moderately. Nine of the 22 teachers (40.9%) reported
that their teaching practices had improved a little, and three (13.6%) reported that the
MTES had not improved their teaching practices at all. Seven of the 22 teachers (31.9%)
reported they benefitted from the influence of the MTES, 12 (54.6%) said they only
benefitted a little, and three (13.6%) felt that they did not benefit at all from the
evaluation process.
In Question 25, all but four of the teachers described what they considered to be
the primary benefits of the MTES. Eight of the teachers responded that they liked getting
feedback and direction about their teaching. One commented that, “It is important to have
feedback on your job performance, whether it is praise or constructive criticism. It is
important for growth to have an outside eye,” and another noted that the MTES helped
struggling or new teachers to focus on the standards. Five of the teachers liked the idea of
75

being held accountable and knowing which area(s) they needed to develop to grow
professionally.
When asked in Question 26 which part of the MTES was not beneficial to them,
five of 22 teachers expressed concern over excessive paperwork and documentation, and
half of the teachers noted that if the process was consistently done and implemented as
intended that it could be beneficial to them. Comments included statements such as, “It
would be more beneficial if we got feedback or input after the observation,” while
another teacher noted that, “There is little benefit when my score is based off one
observation.” In addition, three teachers were concerned that the M-STAR rubric did not
address specialty-area teachers specifically, so they did not benefit from the process.
Eight of the 22 (36%) teachers had concerns that were centered on MTES
fallacies; two of the teachers did not comment. The need to document excessively,
develop an artifact binder, the need to specialize the rubric to all nonacademic subjects,
and the need to demonstrate every standard in every lesson are not requirements of the
evaluation system. Since these responses were so dominant, the accuracy or
understanding of their training or a lack of clear communication from their principal is in
question.
The teachers were in agreement when in asked Questions 27 and 28 if their
students benefitted from the influence of the MTES. Seventeen of the 22 teachers
(77.4%) reported that students benefitted to some degree from the MTES. Five of the 22
teachers (22.7%) noted that there were no benefits for their students. Those teachers
reporting that their students benefitted from MTES shared examples of those benefits,
including (a) transitional time is not wasted, (b) students got the benefits of the new skills
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teachers learned and used, and (c) teachers were held accountable and students reaped the
benefits of better planning and teaching. One teacher shared, “I am more prepared and
have more engaging activities, which lead the students’ learning,” while another noted, “I
spend more time on lesson planning, and the students are benefiting from the details I
plan.” Eleven of the teachers did not respond with examples, and their silence sends a
message of dissatisfaction with the overall benefits of the MTES for them and/or their
students. Table 13 displays data on the questions above.
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Table 13
Perceptions of Armstrong Elementary School Effective Teaching Practices
Question

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

50% (11)

31.8% (7)

18.2% (4)

Great deal

Moderately

A little

None at
all

23. How much
have your teaching
practices improved
as a result of the
MTES?

18.2% (4)

27.3% (6)

40.9% (9)

13.6% (3)

24. How much are
you benefiting
from the MTES?

4.6% (1)

27.3% (6)

54.6% (12)

13.6% (3)

27. How much are
your students
benefiting from the
impact of the
MTES?

9.1% (2)

27.3% (6)

41% (9)

22.7% (5)

22. The MTES
accurately assesses
my teaching.

N = 22; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parentheses
Research question #3: How do Armstrong Elementary teachers perceive that the
MTES supports their professional growth?
On Question 30 the teachers were equally divided, with 11 (50%) reporting that
the MTES supported their professional growth, and the other 11 (50%) disagreeing with
that statement. When teachers were asked in Question 18 about the usefulness of their
professional-growth goals, 19 of the 22 (86.4%) found them useful to some extent. Three
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of the 22 (13.6%) did not find the goals useful at all. Those who felt positively about their
professional growth noted that by holding teachers accountable, the MTES impacted the
educators in their building, encouraged teachers to try new strategies, and prompted
teachers to pay more attention to the professional development offered on their campus.
The other half who disagreed that the MTES supported their professional growth were
less forthcoming, with nine not responding or offering information. The two who did
respond emphasized the need for the process to be fully implemented so teachers could
benefit from feedback.
When the 22 teachers were asked in Question 29 how the MTES process changed
their school, nine of the 22 teachers (41%) did not respond. Two teachers who did
respond commented on the lack of implementation of the process and on the increased
stress on teachers created by the MTES. The survey for this study was limited and cannot
reveal more in-depth insight into teachers’ negative feelings or comments. Table 14
displays data for the survey questions discussed above.
Seventeen of the 22 teachers offered suggestions to modify or improve the MTES
in their responses to Questions 31 and 32. The other five teachers did not comment on
this question. Suggestions included (a) making the evaluation process ongoing with
documentation that “banks” points for teachers since all indicators cannot be
demonstrated during one lesson, (b) revising the M-STAR rubric to include fewer
indicators, (c) adjusting the M-STAR rubric for nonacademic teachers, (d) increasing
training for teachers and administrators so that they better understand the MTES process,
(e) increasing walk-throughs, and (6) providing teachers with feedback within a week. In
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Chapter V the current modifications being made by the MDE will be compared with the
teachers’ recommendations from this study.
Table 14
Perceptions of Armstrong Elementary School Teachers’ Professional Growth
Question

Strongly
agree

Agree

Disagree

30. The MTES
supports my
professional
growth.

9.1% (2)

40.9% (9)

50% (11)

Very useful

Moderately

Slightly

None at all

27.3% (6)

36.4% (8)

22.7% (5)

13.6% (3)

18. How useful
are the
development of
professionalgrowth goals?

Strongly
disagree

Goals
not set

N = 22; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parenthesis
Armstrong Elementary School Summary
Armstrong Elementary had a significant teacher turnover over the last six years;
13 of the 22 teachers (59.1%) were new during that time. Less experienced teachers were
hired to fill vacancies; 17 of the 22 teachers (77.2%) had taught fewer than 10 years.
Twelve of the 22 teachers (54.5%) did not hold advanced degrees. The majority of the
teachers were prepared for the MTES with repeated trainings offered each year by their
school and the MDE.
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Overall, 19 of the 22 teachers (86.4%) felt the MTES process held some degree of
usefulness for them, while three (13.6%) did not perceive the MTES to be useful.
Opinions about the four MTES components were mixed. The walk-throughs and
classroom observations were the most useful steps in the process to the majority of the
teachers:


The walk-throughs were seen as useful by nine of the 22 teachers (40.9%),
slightly useful by eight (36.4%), and not useful to two (9.1%). Three
teachers (13.6%) did not have walk-throughs completed for them by their
principal.



The classroom observations were seen as useful by nine of the 22 teachers
(40.9%), slightly useful by 10 (45.5%), and not useful to three (13.6%).

The preobservation conferences and postconferences were considered by teachers to
be the least useful in the evaluation process:


Preconferences were seen as useful by seven of the 22 teachers (31.8%),
slightly useful by six (27.3%), and not useful to nine (40.9%); three
teachers did not have preconferences held with them.



Postconferences were viewed as useful by six of the 22 teachers (27.3%),
slightly useful by seven (31.8%), and not useful to nine (40.9%); seven
teachers did not have postconferences held with them.

It was reported by 10 of the 22 teachers (45.5%) that their postconferences were held at
the end of the school year, and eight (36.4%) did not have postconferences held with
them at all. Over one third of the teachers received no feedback on the evaluation
process. When asked for examples of feedback received, eight of the teachers did not
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offer any information. Instead, they commented on the lack of consistency with the
process, the need for feedback, and the frustration they felt when the process was not
implemented for them.
When asked how much their teaching practices had improved as a result of the
MTES, 19 of the 22 teachers (86.4%) responded that their teaching practices had
improved to some degree. Three of the 22 teachers (13.6%) perceived that there was no
impact on their teaching practices because of the MTES. Nineteen of the 22 teachers
(86.5%) saw some degree of benefit for them by implementing the MTES.
Seventeen of the 22 teachers (77.4%) felt that their students benefitted to some
degree from the MTES, a decrease of 9.1% from those who reported that their teaching
practices had improved. The teachers felt that they improved, but they did not report that
as a benefit to their students. Five of the 22 teachers (22.7%) felt that students did not
benefit at all from the MTES. One Armstrong Elementary teacher shared, “The students
are benefiting by having teachers be more accountable on teaching strategies and the
domain standards.” Another teacher said, “If ideas or feedback are given for
improvement, they are implemented for a better learning environment for my students.”
The teachers were divided equally on whether the MTES supported their
professional growth. Fifty percent (50%) of the Armstrong teachers perceived that the
MTES did support their professional growth, while the other 50% did not believe that it
supported them in their professional growth. Teachers did not report that their
professional development was targeted to meet the demands of the M-STAR rubric as
other schools reported. These teachers received the same instruction on using data to
make informed decisions and on Kagan teaching strategies to use in their classrooms, but
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they did not identify the professional-development training in their responses. It is
possible that a lack of administrator presence in the classrooms and lack of feedback did
not foster or support teachers’ professional goals.
Nineteen of the 22 teachers (86.4 %) felt that the professional goals set throughout
the MTES process were useful to some degree, and three (13.6%) believed the
professional goals were not useful to them. All teachers reported that goals were set. The
comments from those not finding the goals useful cited minimal administrator feedback
and the inconsistency of the process as reasons for their goals not being developed to
potential.
In addition, half of the teachers (50%) felt that the MTES evaluation process had
changed the culture of their school campus; nine (41%) felt it was a positive change, and
two (1%) reported it being a negative change. The positive responses focused on the
holding everyone accountable to the same standards, learning new teaching strategies,
increasing administrator presence in the classroom, and increasing rigor and relevance in
the classroom. The two who reported a negative change in their school said, “The MTES
has put more stress on the teachers,” and “The teachers at our school dread being
evaluated.”
Bluford Elementary School Case Study #3
Bluford Elementary had 12 teachers who participated in the study. That group of
represents 12 of the 13 teachers (91.7%) who were evaluated by the MTES for at least
three years. Five of the 12 teachers (41.7%) were trained and evaluated for all six years of
the TIF grant. Seven of the 12 teachers (58.3%) had taught 10 years or more and eight
(66.7%) had been at the school for fewer than 10 years. Master’s degrees were held by
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seven of the 12 teachers (58.3%), and one teacher (8.3%) had a specialist’s degree. One
teacher (8.3%) was National Board Certified. Eleven of the 12 teachers (91.7%) were
female, one (8.3%) was male, and seven (58.4%) were age 40 or younger. In addition, the
school had two different principals during the six years of the TIF grant. Table 15 gives
demographic data for the participating Bluford Elementary teachers.
Table 15
Overview of Bluford Elementary School Participants
Characteristic

Percentage

# of Participants

Teachers evaluated with MTES 3 or more
years

100%

12

Teachers evaluated with MTES since first year
(2010 - 2016)

41.7%

5

Teachers who have taught 10 years or more

58.3%

7

Teachers at the school less than 10 years

66.7%

8

Teachers with master’s degree

58.3%

7

Teachers with specialist degree

8.3%

1

0%

0

National Board Certified teacher

8.3%

1

Female

91.7%

11

Male

8.3%

1

Age 40 or younger

58.4%

7

Teachers with PhD
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Research question #1: How do Bluford Elementary teachers perceive the
usefulness of the MTES?
Per Questions 9 and 10, 11 of the 12 teachers (91.7%) noted that they received a
great deal to a moderate amount of training on the MTES, with one (8.3%) reporting little
training was received. When the MTES process was first implemented, six of the 12
teachers (50%) reported feeling overwhelmed, four (33%) shared that they were
concerned about the process, and two (17%) reported being nervous. Two teachers
commented that they were concerned that the rubric was not applicable to specialtysubject teachers, such as art teachers, PE teachers, special education teachers, or speech
therapists. Comments from three of the 12 teachers (25%) included, “I was nervous and
overwhelmed by the evaluation criteria,” “I felt like I was being watched and criticized
for too long even though the principal only observed,” and “I was nervous, and the idea
of having artifacts at the time made me nervous.”
Per Questions 11 and 12, the teachers reported that MTES training was held
through in-school workshops at the beginning of the year led by their principal or a
master teacher from their school and professional trainings led by the MDE or their
contracted specialists. The training included extensive explanations unpacking the rubric,
examples of the process, and discussion of what the evidence for the effectiveness levels
would look like. Ten of the 12 teachers (83.3%) considered the training useful or
moderately useful, and two (16.7%) reported the training was a little useful. No one
reported the training to be not useful at all. The two teachers who received little training
found it of little use; both teachers shared that they had not reached out for training or
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accessed information on the MDE website to inform them of the process. Table 16
displays data on perceptions of MTES training.
Table 16
Perceptions of Bluford Elementary School MTES Training
Question
10. How much
MTES training
have you received?

12. How useful
was the MTES
training?

Great deal

Moderate
amount

Little

25% (3)

66.7% (8)

8.3% (1)

Very useful

Moderately
useful

Little useful

25% (3)

58.3% (7)

16.7% (2)

None at
all

Not at all

N = 12; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parentheses
Overall, 10 of the 12 Bluford Elementary teachers (83.3%) felt the MTES was
useful to some extent, and two (16.7%) felt it was not useful to them (Table 15). Feelings
about the four components of the MTES were mixed. The classroom observations were
the most useful steps in the process to the majority of the teachers and were seen as
useful by five of the 12 (41.7%), slightly useful by five (41.7%), and not useful to one
(8.3%). One teacher (8.3%) reported that no classroom observations were completed in
their classroom.
The walk-throughs, preconferences, and postconferences were the least useful in
the evaluation process to the majority of the teachers:
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The walk-throughs were seen as useful to some extent by six of the 12
teachers (50%) and not useful to four (33.3). Two teachers (16.7%) did not
have walk-throughs completed for them by their principal; therefore the
walk-throughs were of no value to them.



Preobservation conferences were seen as useful by three of the 12 teachers
(24.9%) and not useful to three (25%); six (50%) did not have
preconferences held with them, so they saw no value.



Postconferences were viewed as useful by six of the 12 teachers (50%),
and not useful to three (25%) of the teachers; three teachers (25%) did not
have postconferences held with them, so they saw no value in the
postconferences.

It was reported by nine of the 12 teachers (75%) that their postconferences were
held at the end of the school year, and one teacher (8.3%) did not have a postconference
at all. Only two of the 12 teachers (16.6%) had postconferences held within three weeks.
When asked for examples of feedback received, all of the 12 teachers offered a response.
One teacher reported, “The walk-throughs and conferences were helpful when they were
held, but we don’t always get timely feedback. Some feedback I have gotten was to focus
on higher level questions and to incorporate more cultural diversity. Those were good
suggestions for me to get.” Another teacher shared, “Postconferences are held on the last
day of school, and the teacher is given five minutes. She talked to me about safety! Are
you kidding me! I am all about safety.” There was a trend of responses like the latter; five
of the teachers reported more on the process than on examples of feedback. The other
seven gave examples of feedback that included more use of differentiated instruction,
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keeping an accurate parent log, integrating technology, and leaving independent work for
students who finish the lesson early. Questions 13-17 and 19 were the sources of the
above data and are displayed in Tables 17 & 18.
Table 17
Perceptions of Bluford Elementary School Usefulness of the MTES
Question

Very

Moderately

Slightly

None Held

50% (6)

Not
Useful
16.7% (2)

13. Is the MTES
useful?

8.3% (1)

25% (3)

14. How useful
are walkthroughs
to you?

8.3% (1)

25% (3)

16.7% (2)

33.3% (4)

16.7% (2)

15. How useful
are
preobservation
conferences to
you?

8.3% (1)

16.6% (2)

25% (3)

50% (6)

16. How useful
are classroom
observations to
you?

16.7% (2)

25% (3)

41.7% (5)

8.3% (1)

8.3% (1)

17. How useful
are
postconferences
to you?

16.7% (2)

16.7% (2)

16.7% (2)

25% (3)

25% (3)

N = 12; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parentheses
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Table 18
Perceptions of Bluford Elementary School Postconference Timing
Question

19. How soon after the
classroom observation
does your
postconference take
place?

Time Frame

Responses

Within 1 to 3 work days

0% (0)

Within 4 to 7 work days

8.3% (1)

Within 2 to 3 weeks

8.3% (1)

Within 1 to 2 months

0% (0)

At the end of the school year

75% (9)

No postconference was held

8.3% (1)

N = 12; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parentheses
When analyzing the overall data regarding teachers’ perceptions of the usefulness
of the MTES, the data suggest that the majority of teachers (83.3%) found the process
useful to some degree. Only two of the 12 teachers (16.7%) believed the MTES was not
useful at all. The teachers found the classroom observations the most useful component
of the process, with all but two (83.4%) finding them useful to some extent. The walkthroughs and postconferences were viewed as useful by half of the 22 teachers (50%),
and the preobservation conferences were only seen as useful by three (24.9%).
Research question #2: How do Bluford Elementary teachers perceive that the
MTES develops their effective teaching practices?
When the teachers were asked in Questions 20, 21, and 22 if the MTES accurately
assessed their teaching practices, 10 of the 12 teachers (83.4%) reported that they
disagreed with the accuracy of the MTES when assessing their teaching practices. The
89

teachers perceived that the inconsistencies of the MTES process weakened the accuracy
in determining a score for their teaching. All of the 12 teachers shared examples of the
feedback they had received, but seven focused more on the actual process by commenting
on how the walk-throughs and conferences would be helpful if there was timely
feedback, describing how ineffective it was to get feedback on the last day of school
when it was too late to do anything with it, and how the current rubric was not fair to
special education teachers. One teacher shared, “The principal told me that he does not
give ‘4s,’ so I did not need to expect to get any. That made me feel like even my best
wasn’t going to be good enough.” The other five teachers were able to share examples of
specific feedback they had received and explained how they implemented it in their
classrooms. If the teachers saw the value in the specific feedback they were given, they
found more reason to take ownership to develop more effective teaching practices.
When teachers reported in Questions 23 and 24 how much they perceived their
teaching practices had improved, four (33.3%) felt that the MTES had influenced them
either greatly or moderately. Seven of the 12 teachers (58.3%) reported that their teaching
practices had improved a little, and one (8.3%) reported that the MTES had not improved
their teaching practice at all.
In Question 24, three of the 12 teachers (25%) reported they benefitted from the
influence of the MTES a moderate amount, seven (58.3%) said they only benefitted a
little, and two (16.7%) felt that they did not benefit at all from the evaluation process. All
but one of the teachers commented and/or gave examples of the benefits of the MTES for
them. Their responses to Question 25 varied and included working more with colleagues,
developing better lesson plans, focusing teachers on all their students, setting standards
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and expectations for all teachers, and having an opportunity to get someone else’s
viewpoint about their teaching.
When asked in Question 26, which part of the MTES was not beneficial to them,
two of the 12 (17%) did not respond, and three (25%) expressed concern over the rubric
not aligning with or supporting special-area teachers’ curriculum and teaching strategies.
Fifty percent of the teachers noted that if the process was consistently done and
implemented as intended that it could be beneficial to them. Several teachers made
comments that addressed misunderstandings about the process. One teacher shared,
“Why offer a 4 if it is not attainable? That would be like telling a student, ‘Take this test
but know you will never make a 100, but I want you to try anyway.’” This teacher’s
comment indicates a lack of understanding of the difference between studying and taking
a one-time test and demonstrating a teaching skill over the course of a school year.
Another teacher commented, “I feel that it is not the best picture of any classroom, as the
process elicits anxiety and fear for the teacher and the students.” Teachers who still
experience this level of stress after using the MTES for at least three years cannot fully
understand the process. Because the teachers’ responses were so misled, the accuracy or
understanding of their training or a lack of clear communication from their principal is in
question.
When teachers were asked whether their students benefitted from the influence of
the MTES, two of the 12 teachers (16.6%) reported that students benefitted either a great
deal or moderately, seven (58.3%) said they benefitted a little, and three (25%) noted that
there were no benefits for their students.
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Eight teachers reported examples of how their students benefitted from the
MTES, including (a) collaboration with other teachers made teachers more effective, (b)
students got the benefits of the new skills teachers learned and used, (c) data skills
improved and drove instruction, (d) students received differentiated instruction, and (e)
professional development was helpful to the teachers. Two teachers shared, “My students
are more engaged in their learning,” and “Students are getting a better teacher because of
what I have learned.” Four of the teachers did not respond with examples. Table 19
displays data on teachers’ perceptions of the effect of the MTES on their teaching
practices.
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Table 19
Perceptions of Bluford Elementary School Effective Teaching Practices
Question

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

16.7% (2)

41.7% (5)

41.7% (5)

Great deal

Moderately

A little

8.3% (1)

25% (3)

58.3% (7)

None at
all
8.3% (1)

25% (3)

58.3% (7)

16.7% (2)

8.3% (1)

58.3% (7)

25% (3)

22. The MTES
accurately assesses
my teaching.
Question
23. How much
have your teaching
practices improved
as a result of the
MTES?
24. How much are
you benefiting
from the MTES?
27. How much are
your students
benefiting from the
impact of the
MTES?

8.3% (1)

N = 12; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parenthesis
Research question #3: How do Bluford Elementary teachers perceive that the
MTES supports their professional growth?
On Question 30, the teachers were divided, with five of the 12 teachers (41.6%)
reporting that the MTES supported their professional growth, while seven (58.3%)
disagreed with that statement. When responding to Question 18 about the development of
professional-growth goals, 10 of the 12 teachers (83.3) perceived that the goals were
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useful to some degree. One of the 12 teachers (8.3%) felt that the goals were not useful,
and one teacher did not have goals set with him/her. Those who felt positively about their
professional growth noted that by holding teachers accountable the MTES impacted the
educators in their building, the process encouraged teachers to try new strategies, and
teachers paid more attention to the professional development offered on their campus.
The other half were less forthcoming, with nine not responding or offering information.
Two teachers who did not perceive that the MTES supported their professional growth
responded by emphasizing the need for the process to be fully implemented so teachers
could benefit from the needed feedback.
When the 12 teachers were asked in Question 29 how the MTES process changed
their school, one teacher responded that they were unsure, three teachers said they were
more stressed because of the evaluation process, one teacher was concerned because the
process was not completed with fidelity, and seven teachers felt that their instruction was
now data-driven and teacher standards were more universal. Table 20 displays data on
teachers’ perceptions of professional growth.
Ten of the 12 teachers (83.3%) offered suggestions to modify or improve the
MTES in their responses to Questions 31 and 32. Their suggestions included (a)
modifying the rubric to support special education and fine arts teaching practices, (b)
simplifying the rubric and process, (c) eliminating the preconference form and other
paperwork requested prior to the observation, (d) making feedback readily available, (e)
increasing the number of walk-throughs to ensure evidence is captured by the
administrator, and (f) ensuring that the evaluation process is completed with fidelity for
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all teachers. In Chapter V the current modifications being made by the MDE are
compared with the teachers’ recommendations.
Table 20
Perceptions of Bluford Elementary School Teachers’ Professional Growth
Question

Strongly
agree

Agree

Disagree

30. The MTES
supports my
professional
growth.

8.3% (1)

33.3% (4)

58.3% (7)

Very useful

Moderately

Slightly

None at
all

Goals
not set

25% (3)

33.3% (4)

25% (3)

8.3% (1)

8.3% (1)

18. How useful
are the
development of
professionalgrowth goals?

Strongly
disagree

N = 12; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parenthesis
Bluford Elementary School Summary
Bluford Elementary experienced significant teacher turnover over the last six
years; seven of the 12 participating teachers (58.3%) were new during that time. Less
experienced teachers were hired to fill vacancies, with five of the 12 teachers (41.7%)
having fewer than 10 years of teaching experience. Eight of the 12 teachers (66.6%) held
advanced degrees, and one (8.3%) was National Board Certified. The majority of the
teachers were prepared for the MTES with repeated trainings offered each year by their
school and the MDE.
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Ten of the 12 teachers (83.3%) perceived the MTES to be useful to them even
though 10 (83.3%) did not believe that the MTES accurately assessed their teaching
performance. They believed it was useful to support their growth and to hold all teachers
accountable to the same standard, but they did not have confidence in the ability of the
MTES process to accurately assess their classroom performance.
The four components of the MTES received mixed reviews from the teachers.
The classroom observations and postconferences were perceived to be the most useful
steps in the process for the majority of the teachers. The classroom observations were
perceived to have some degree of usefulness by 10 of the 12 teachers (83.4%), and were
not useful to one (8.3%). One of the 12 teachers (8.3%) did not have a classroom
observation. Postconferences were viewed with some degree of usefulness by six of the
12 teachers (50%) and not useful to three (25%). Three of the 12 teachers (25%) did not
have postconferences held with them.
The walk-throughs and preobservation conferences were believed to be the least
useful in the evaluation process for the majority of teachers. The walk-throughs were
seen with some degree of usefulness by six of the 12 teachers (50%) and not useful to
four (33.3%). Two teachers (16.7%) did not have walk-throughs completed for them by
their principal. Preconferences were seen as useful by three of the 12 teachers (25%) and
not useful to three (25%); six of the 12 teachers (50%) did not have preconferences held
with them.
It was reported by nine of the 12 teachers (75%) that their postconferences were
held at the end of the school year, and one teacher (8.3%) did not have postconferences
held with him/her at all. Five of the 12 teachers (42%) did not receive any feedback.
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When asked for examples of feedback received, eight of the teachers did not offer any
information. Instead, they commented on the lack of consistency with the MTES process,
the need for feedback, and the frustration they felt when the process was not implemented
for them.
When asked how much their teaching practices had improved as a result of the
MTES, 11 of the 12 teachers (92%) responded that their practices had improved to some
extent. One of the 12 teachers (8.3%) perceived that there was no impact on his/her
teaching practices because of the MTES. Nine of the 12 teachers (75%) saw little or no
benefits for them from implementing the MTES. Seven of the 12 teachers (58.3%)
perceived only a little improvement in their teaching practices and, therefore, only a little
benefit from the MTES process.
Nine of the 12 teachers (75%) felt that their students benefitted to some extent
from the MTES process, and three (25%) felt that students did not benefit at all from the
MTES. A Bluford Elementary teacher shared, “The students get a better teacher because I
have learned from and collaborated with my peers.” Another teacher reported, “Students
are now having lessons presented to them with differentiation. My classroom is now
much more student-centered because of the feedback I am getting from my principal.”
Teachers shared how students reaped the benefits of the targeted professional
development on data, student engagement, and transitions.
Teachers were split on their perceptions whether the MTES supported their
professional growth. Seven of the 12 teachers (58.3) perceived that the process did not
support their professional growth, and five (41.6%) agreed that it did support their
professional growth. Only seven of the 12 teachers (58.3%) felt that developing
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professional goals was either very or moderately useful. Those who felt positively about
their professional growth perceived that holding teachers accountable impacted the
teachers on their campus, the MTES process encouraged teachers to try new strategies,
and teachers paid more attention to the professional development offered on their
campus. The other half were less forthcoming with their comments and emphasized the
need for the MTES process to be fully implemented so teachers could benefit from the
needed feedback.
When the 12 teachers were asked how the MTES process changed their school,
there were a variety of responses, such as greater feelings of stress because of the
evaluation process; concern about the process not being completed with fidelity; and
feeling that instruction was now at a higher standard, which benefitted their students.
Teachers’ suggestions to improve the MTES included: (a) modifying the rubric to
support special subject-area teaching practices, (b) simplifying the MTES rubric and
process, (c) eliminating paperwork requested prior to the observation, (d) making
feedback more readily available, (e) increasing the number of walk-throughs, and (f)
ensuring that the evaluation process is completed with fidelity for all teachers.
Conrad Elementary School Case Study #4
Conrad Elementary School had two teachers who participated in this study. This
group represents 66% of the three teachers who were evaluated with the MTES for at
least three years. The other teacher was not available for the survey because of a testing
schedule conflict, and this teacher did not respond to multiple email requests to complete
the survey. Both of the teachers who participated had only taught for three years, and
they were trained and evaluated for the last three years of the TIF grant. Both had their
98

master’s degree, were female, and were age 40 or younger. The school has had three
different principals during the six years of the TIF grant. Table 21 displays demographic
data for the participating teachers at Conrad Elementary.
Table 21
Overview of Conrad Elementary School Participants
Characteristic

Percentage

# of
Participants

Teachers evaluated with MTES 3 or more years

100%

2

Teachers evaluated with MTES since first year
(2010 - 2016)

0%

0

Teachers who have taught 10 years or more

0%

0

Teachers at the school less than 10 years

100%

2

Teachers with master’s degree

100%

2

Teachers with specialist degree

0%

0

Teachers with PhD

0%

0

National Board Certified teacher

0%

0

100%

2

0%

0

100%

2

Female
Male
Age 40 or younger
N=2
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Research question #1: How do Conrad Elementary teachers perceive the
usefulness of the MTES?
Per Questions 9 and 10, one of the two teachers received a moderate amount of
training on the MTES, while the other teacher reported only a little training. Both shared
that they received training at the beginning of their first year and found it confusing. At
the beginning of their second year of teaching, it made more sense to them because they
had a year of teaching experience. One teacher also attended a TIF workshop where
MDE consultants discussed the rubric and evaluation process; this helped clear up
confusion on her part, so she perceived the training as very useful.
On Questions 11 and 12, the teachers reported that MTES training was held
through in-school workshops at the beginning of the year led by their principal, and one
teacher referred to attending a professional training led by the MDE. One of the teachers
considered the training very useful, and the other perceived the training to be only a little
useful. Table 22 displays data for the survey questions described above.
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Table 22
Perceptions of Conrad Elementary School MTES Training
Question

Great deal

10. How much
MTES training
have you received?
Very useful
12. How useful
was the MTES
training?

50% (1)

Moderate
amount

Little

50% (1)

50% (1)

Moderately
useful

Little useful

None at
all

Not at all

50% (1)

N = 2; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parentheses
Overall, the two Conrad Elementary teachers reported that they found the MTES
useful; one perceived it as very useful and the other slightly useful. The teachers had
mixed views of the four components of the MTES. The classroom observations and the
postconference were reported to be the most useful components. Both teachers reported
that their postconferences were held within one week of the classroom observation, and
they were given specific feedback. One teacher shared, “Feedback was given on
instructional practices and student engagement. It was helpful in identifying the areas I
need to improve. It was encouraging to have my areas of strength identified also.” The
other teacher said, “I was told to improve my transitions, but I needed more information
and examples on how to do that.”
When sharing their perceptions of walk-throughs and preconferences, the two
participants differed on their perceptions of these components. One teacher felt both were
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very useful, while the other felt that they were not useful at all. Questions 13-17 and 19
were the sources of the above data. Tables 23 and 24 display data on the questions
described above.
Table 23
Perceptions of Conrad Elementary School Usefulness of the MTES
Question

Very

Moderately

Slightly

Not
Useful

13. Is the MTES
useful?

50% (1)

14. How useful are
walkthroughs to
you?

50% (1)

50% (1)

15. How useful are
preobservation
conferences to
you?

50% (1)

50% (1)

16. How useful are
classroom
observations to
you?

50% (1)

50% (1)

17. How useful are
postconferences to
you?

50% (1)

50% (1)

None
Held

50% (1)

N = 2; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parentheses
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Table 24
Perceptions of Conrad Elementary School Postconference Timing
Question

19. How soon after the
classroom observation
does your postconference
take place?

Time Frame

Responses

Within 1 to 3 work days

50% (1)

Within 4 to 7 work days

50% (1)

Within 2 to 3 weeks

0% (0)

Within 1 to 2 months

0% (0)

At the end of the school year

0% (0)

No postconference was held

0% (0)

N = 2; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parentheses
When analyzing the overall data regarding the two teachers’ perceptions of the
usefulness of the MTES, the data suggest that the teachers found the process useful to
some degree. One of the two teachers found that the walk-throughs and preconferences
were not useful at all.
Research question #2: How do Conrad Elementary teachers perceive that the
MTES develops their effective teaching practices?
When the teachers were asked in Questions 20, 21, and 22 if the MTES accurately
assessed their teaching practices, their perceptions were at each end of the scale. One of
the two teachers felt strongly that the MTES accurately assessed her, while the other
teacher strongly disagreed with that statement. This pattern of their perceptions on
Questions 23, 24, and 27 continued on the topics of whether their teaching practices had
improved as a result of the MTES, whether they benefitted from the evaluation process,
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and whether their students benefitted from the impact of the MTES. On Question 25, one
teacher reported that she saw benefits: “It [the MTES] helps teachers identify their areas
of strength and areas of growth. Just like a teacher gives students a rubric to understand
how they will be assessed, the MTES does the exact thing which is needed for us to
improve.” The other teacher said, “The MTES could be used as a good motivational tool
if used correctly.” The teacher who felt her students benefitted from the evaluation
process stated, “My students are benefiting because when I improve they get a more
effective teacher.” Table 25 displays data on the questions described above.
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Table 25
Perceptions of Conrad Elementary School Effective Teaching Practices
Question

Strongly agree

22. The MTES
accurately assesses
my teaching.

Agree

Disagree

50% (1)

Great deal

Strongly
disagree
50% (1)

Moderately

A little

23. How much
have your teaching
practices improved
as a result of the
MTES?

50% (1)

None at
all
50% (1)

24. How much are
you benefiting
from the MTES?

50% (1)

50% (1)

27. How much are
your students
benefiting from
the impact of the
MTES?

50% (1)

50% (1)

N = 2; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parenthesis
Research question #3: How do Conrad Elementary teachers perceive that the
MTES supports their professional growth?
On Question 30, the teachers were equally divided about whether the MTES
supported their professional growth. One of the two teachers reported that she strongly
agreed that the MTES supported her professional growth, and the other disagreed. When
asked in Question 18 if the development of professional-growth goals were useful to
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them, one reported they were very useful and the other reported they were slightly useful.
When the teachers were asked in Question 29 if the MTES process changed their school,
only one responded with an answer. She shared, “Teachers are now working together to
become more effective. We did not collaborate prior to MTES.” Table 26 displays data
for the questions described above.
Table 26
Perceptions of Conrad Elementary School Teachers’ Professional Growth
Question

Strongly
agree

30. The MTES
supports my
professional
growth.

50% (1)

Very useful
18. How useful
are the
development of
professionalgrowth goals?

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

50% (1)

Moderately

50% (1)

Slightly

None at
all

Goals
not set

50% (1)

N = 2; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parenthesis
Both teachers offered suggestions in response to Questions 31 and 32 about
modifying or improving the MTES. One teacher felt more training was needed for both
administrators and the teachers, and the other was disgruntled because scores were not
readily available, suggestions for growth needed to be more specific, and the
professional-growth goals needed to be followed up on. In Chapter V the current MTES
106

modifications being made by the MDE are compared with the teachers’
recommendations.
Conrad Elementary School Summary
Conrad Elementary was a unique case study because only two participants were
available. It was a small campus with only three teachers who had been evaluated for at
least three years with the MTES; this indicates significant teacher turnover in the last six
years. Both female teachers were new in their career, with only three years in the
classroom, and both had master’s degrees. They were prepared for the MTES with a
training offered each year by their school, but one reported more in-depth training
because she attended a TIF workshop offered by the MDE, which may have created a
greater sense of preparedness. Even with training, both felt the MTES was initially
confusing.
Overall, both teachers considered the MTES useful, though one felt it was only
slightly useful. The four MTES components received mixed reviews from the two
teachers. The classroom observations and postconferences were felt to be the most useful
components. Only one of the two teachers perceived the walk-throughs and
preconferences as very useful, while the other teacher did not find them useful at all.
Both teachers did find value in their postconferences being held within one week, but one
teacher perceived the feedback as incomplete and not as detailed as she needed.
When asked how much their teaching practices had improved as a result of the
MTES, one teacher responded that their practices had improved a great deal, while the
other reported that their teaching practices had not improved at all. The teacher reporting
that her teaching practices had improved also indicated that she and her students
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benefitted from the evaluation process because her increased teaching effectiveness
impacted her students’ learning. The other teacher was dissatisfied with the process
because it was not administered consistently, and the feedback was not specific or seen as
valuable to her professional growth. She felt strongly that more training was needed for
the administrator and the teachers.
Jemison Elementary School Case Study #5
Jemison Elementary had 18 teachers who participated in this study. The
participants represent 100% of the 18 teachers who had been evaluated by the MTES for
at least three years. Five of the 18 teachers (27.8 %) were trained and evaluated for all six
years of the TIF grant. Twelve of the 18 teachers (66.7%) had taught 10 years or more,
and 14 (77.8%) had been at that school for fewer than 10 years. Half of the 18 teachers
(50%) had their master’s degrees, with only one teacher having his/her National Board
Certification. Seventeen of the 18 teachers (94.4%) were female, one (5.6%) was male,
and 10 (55.6%) were age 40 or younger. The school had the same principal during the six
years of the TIF grant. This was the only TIF school in the study who had the same
principal for the six years of the grant and implementation of the MTES. Table 27
displays demographic data for the participating Jemison Elementary teachers.
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Table 27
Overview of Jemison Elementary School Participants
Characteristic

Percentage

# of Participants

Teachers evaluated with MTES 3 or more years

100%

18

Teachers evaluated with MTES since first year
(2010 - 2016)

27.8%

5

Teachers who have taught 10 years or more

66.6%

12

Teachers at the school less than 10 years

77.8%

14

Teachers with master’s degree

50%

9

Teachers with specialist degree

0%

0

Teachers with PhD

0%

0

National Board Certified teacher

5.6%

1

Female

94.5%

17

Male

5.6%

1

Age 40 or younger

55.6%

10

Research question #1: How do Jemison Elementary teachers perceive the
usefulness of the MTES?
Per Questions 9 and 10, 14 of the 18 teachers (77.8%) at Jemison Elementary
perceived that they received a great deal to a moderate amount of training on the MTES,
with three (16.7%) reporting that only a little amount of training was received. One
teacher reported that they had not received any training. When the MTES process was
first implemented, 13 of the 18 teachers (72%) reported feeling nervous and/or
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overwhelmed, and five (28%) shared that they were concerned about the process. One
teacher expressed concern that the rubric was not applicable to PE. Comments the
teachers included, “It [the MTES] was a little overwhelming with so many components,”
“I was a little nervous about it [the MTES] because change is usually difficult,” “I know
that I am a good teacher, but I was nervous about how the principals would respond to
my teaching,” and “[The] MTES is a great tool to keep you aware of strengths and
weaknesses. We all have areas we need to improve on.”
The teachers reported that MTES training was held through in-school staff
development at the beginning of the year led by their principal. The training included
explanations of the MTES process and the rubric, with handouts and PowerPoints
explaining what to expect. Fourteen of the 18 teachers (78%) considered the training
useful or moderately useful, two (11.1%) reported it being a little useful, and two (11.1%)
reported it was not at all useful to them. Table 28 displays data on teachers’ perceptions
of MTES training.
Overall, 12 of the 18 teachers (66.7%) at Jemison Elementary felt the MTES was
very or moderately useful, six (33.3%) felt it was slightly useful, and no one considered
the training not useful (Table 33). The four MTES components received a mix of ratings
from the teachers. The classroom observations were perceived to be the most useful step
in the process, rated as useful to some degree by all of the 18 teachers. No one perceived
the classroom observations as not useful to them.
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Table 28
Perceptions of Jemison Elementary School MTES Training
Question
10. How much
MTES training
have you received?

12. How useful
was the MTES
training?

Great deal

Moderate
amount

Little

None at
all

11.1% (2)

66.7% (12)

16.7% (3)

5.6% (1)

Very useful

Moderately
useful

Little useful

Not at all

33.3% (6)

44.5% (8)

11.1% (2)

11.1% (2)

N = 18; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parentheses
The walk-throughs, preconferences, and postconferences were also perceived as
useful to the majority of the teachers. The walk-throughs were seen as useful by nine of
the 18 teachers (50%), slightly useful by seven (38.9%), and not useful to two (11.1%).
Preobservation conferences were seen as useful by 10 of the 18 teachers (55.6%), slightly
useful to six (33.3%), and not useful to one (5.6%). One of the teachers (5.6%) did not
have a preobservation conference held with him/her.
Postconferences were viewed as useful by 10 of the 18 teachers (55.6%) and
slightly useful by five (27.8). Three of the 18 teachers (16.7%) did not have
postconferences held with them. It was reported by 10 of the 18 teachers (55.6%) that
their postconferences were held within one week of the classroom observation, and six
(33.4%) reported that their postconferences were held within eight weeks of the
classroom observation. Only two of the 18 teachers (11.1%) reported that
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postconferences were not held with them. There were no reports from teachers that their
postconference was held at the end of the school year.
When asked for examples of feedback they received, 16 of the 18 teachers (89%)
offered a response. Several teachers shared that they were told to increase the rigor and
depth of knowledge of their teaching. One teacher was coached to give students more
information about the expectations of the lesson, and another received feedback to make
her room student-centered so students did more of the activities and talking. Several
teachers were encouraged to develop more regular parent contact. Other comments
included, “I was told that choral reading is not a proven strategy, but it was a good
lesson,” “I feel that some of the feedback was not applicable. Some things are impossible
to fix,” and “The feedback varied depending on which principal did the observation.”
When analyzing the overall data regarding teachers’ perceptions of the usefulness
of the MTES, the data suggest that all the teachers found the process useful to some
degree. Questions 13-17 and 19 were the sources of the above data. Tables 29 and 30
display data related to these survey questions.
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Table 29
Perceptions of Jemison Elementary School of the MTES
Question

Very

Moderately

Slightly

Not
Useful

13. Is the MTES
useful?

16.7% (3)

50% (9)

33.3% (6)

14. How useful are
walkthroughs to
you?

5.6% (1)

44.5% (8)

38.9% (7)

11.1% (2)

15. How useful are
preobservation
conferences to
you?

5.6% (1)

50% (9)

33.3% (6)

5.6% (1)

16. How useful are
classroom
observations to
you?

22.2% (4)

44.4% (8)

33.3% (6)

17. How useful are
postconferences to
you?

27.8% (5)

27.8% (5)

27.8% (5)

None
Held

5.6% (1)

16.7% (3)

N = 18; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parentheses
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Table 30
Perceptions of Jemison Elementary School Postconference Timing
Question

19. How soon after the
classroom observation
does your postconference
take place?

Time Frame

Responses

Within 1 to 3 work days

16.7% (3)

Within 4 to 7 work days

38.9% (7)

Within 2 to 3 weeks

27.8% (5)

Within 1 to 2 months

5.6% (1)

At the end of the school year

0% (0)

No postconference was held

11.1% (2)

N = 18; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parentheses
Research question #2: How do Jemison Elementary teachers perceive that the
MTES develops their effective teaching practices?
When the teachers were asked in Questions 20, 21, and 22 if the MTES accurately
assessed their teaching practices, 13 of the 18 teachers (72.3%) reported that they agreed
the evaluation process was accurate when rating their teaching practices. Five of the 18
teachers (27.8%) disagreed and perceived that it was not accurate in assessing their
teaching practices.
Sixteen of the 18 teachers (89%) shared details of the feedback they received. The
comments were all favorable, including feedback on the teachers’ strengths during the
lesson, while also noting areas where the teachers could grow. Because most teachers got
feedback within eight weeks of the observation, all the teachers at Jemison Elementary
responded to Question 23 that they perceived that their teaching practices had improved
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as a result of the MTES. They also all indicated in Questions 24 and 27 that they and
their students benefitted from the evaluation process. This was the only school in the
study such consistently positive responses to these questions.
On Question 25 there were a variety of responses indicating what benefits the
teachers perceived because of the MTES. The responses included, “I am learning my
teaching weaknesses so I can improve,” “I now stop and evaluate my own teaching,”
“[The] MTES holds me to a higher standard, and I am better because of it,” and “I love
feedback and want to show the administrators what we are doing in class.” Several of the
teachers did have some concerns that they felt that the process was stressful and benefits
were minimal.
When asked in Question 26 which part of the MTES was not beneficial to them,
several of the teachers shared that the preconference, the extra paperwork, and the added
stress were not needed. One teacher noted that not enough detailed feedback was given.
Another teacher was concerned that “every single component should not have to be
implemented in all lessons because that is somewhat unrealistic.”
When teachers were asked in questions 27 and 28 if their students benefitted from
the influence of the MTES, they shared examples of how their students benefitted,
including (a) formative assessments helped teachers be more effective in determining
what students learned, (b) students benefitted from the new skills teachers used, (c) data
skills improved and drove instruction, (d) students were more engaged in their learning,
and (e) the professional development was helpful to teachers. Two teachers shared,
“Because I have condensed activities, there is more time for the student to learn,” and “I
am including math skills in PE to help review skills needed in the math classrooms.”
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Table 31 displays data on teachers’ perceptions of effective teaching practices described
above.
Table 31
Perceptions of Jemison Elementary School Effective Teaching Practices
Question

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

5.6% (1)

66.7% (12)

22.2% (4)

5.6% (1)

Great deal

Moderately

A little

23. How much
have your teaching
practices improved
as a result of the
MTES?

5.6% (1)

50% (9)

44.4% (8)

None at
all

24. How much are
you benefiting
from the MTES?

5.6% (1)

55.6% (10)

33.3% (6)

27. How much are
your students
benefiting from
the impact of the
MTES?

16.7% (3)

44.4% (6)

38.9% (7)

22. The MTES
accurately assesses
my teaching.

5.6% (1)

N = 18; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parenthesis
Research question #3: How do Jemison Elementary teachers perceive that the
MTES supports their professional growth?
On Question 30, 15 of the 18 teachers (83.3%) reported that the MTES supported
their professional growth, and the other three (16.7%) disagreed with that statement. In
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Question 18, 16 of the 18 teachers (88.9%) reported that their professional-growth goals
were useful to them to some degree. One of the 18 teachers (5.6%) did not see them as
useful, and one teacher (5.6%) did not have goals set with him/her. Those who felt
positively about their professional growth believed the process encouraged teachers to try
new strategies and that teachers now paid more attention to the professional development
offered on their campus. Two teachers responded sharing the need for more walkthroughs so teachers could benefit from more feedback.
When the 18 teachers were asked in Question 29 how the MTES process changed
their school, 12 (66.6%) responded that there was more collaboration and teamwork since
the implementation of the MTES, that better teaching practices were now used, and that
their scores had increased. Only one teacher commented on there being more stress
because administrators were in their classrooms. Table 32 displays data on the questions
described above.
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Table 32
Perceptions of Jemison Elementary School Teachers’ Professional Growth
Question

Strongly
agree

Agree

Disagree

30. The MTES
supports my
professional
growth.

22.2% (4)

61.1% (11)

16.7% (3)

Very useful

Moderately

Slightly

None at
all

Goals
not set

33.3% (6)

27.8% (5)

27.8% (5)

5.6% (1)

5.6%
(1)

18. How useful
are the
development of
professionalgrowth goals?

Strongly
disagree

N = 18; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parenthesis
Twelve of the 18 teachers (67%) offered suggestions to modify or improve the
MTES. Their suggestions included (a) more walk-throughs at different times of the day,
(b) reducing the number of indicators in the M-STAR rubric so they can all be
incorporated into one lesson, (c) adjusting the rubric for nonacademic teachers, (d) not
announcing observations so that more natural teaching is observed, (e) providing more
immediate and specific feedback, and (f) observing veteran teachers less often than new
teachers. In Chapter V the current modifications being made by the MDE are compared
with the teachers’ recommendations.
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Jemison Elementary School Summary
Jemison Elementary had significant teacher turnover over the last six years;
59.1% of the teachers were new during that time. Less experienced teachers were hired to
fill vacancies, with 77.2% having taught fewer than 10 years. Most of the teachers did not
hold advanced degrees. The majority of the teachers were prepared for the MTES with
repeated trainings offered each year by their school and the MDE.
Overall, all of the teachers felt the MTES process was useful to some degree
(Table 28). They had mixed perceptions of the four MTES components, but mostly all
were perceived as useful to the majority of the teachers. All the teachers believed the
classroom observations were useful to some degree. The walk-throughs and
preobservation conferences were considered by 16 of the 18 teachers (89%) useful to
some degree, and the postconferences were considered useful to some degree by the 15 of
the 18 teachers (83%) who experienced them.
It was reported by 10 of the 18 teachers (55.6%) that their postconferences were
held within seven days, and six (33.4%) reported that their postconferences were held
within eight weeks. Two of the 18 teachers (11.1%) did not have postconferences held
with them. When asked for examples of feedback received, 16 of the 18 teachers (89%)
shared favorable details.
When asked how much their teaching practices had improved as a result of the
MTES, all responded that their practices had improved to some degree and that the
MTES provided benefits for their students. They felt that they were becoming more
knowledgeable and effective, which made a difference for their students. Only one of the
18 teachers (5.6%) did not report that the process was a benefit to him/her.
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The majority of the Jemison Elementary teachers (83.3%) perceived that the
MTES supported their professional growth, while 16.7% disagreed with that statement. In
addition, 88.9% of the teachers reported that their professional-growth goals were useful
to some degree. Two of the teachers viewed the professional goals differently; one
teacher did not perceive them as useful, and another teacher did not have goals set with
him/her. The teachers who reported the goal-setting as positive mentioned that the goalsetting led teachers to learn new teaching strategies and, therefore, increase their
effectiveness for students. The teachers who felt differently believed that more walkthroughs with feedback were needed.
Overall Analysis of the Five Schools
The previous five case studies were examined independently. In this section, data
are merged to provide a more realistic depiction of the MTES and understanding of the
impact it had on teachers. The survey collected firsthand perceptions directly from the
teachers, who were trained on and used the statewide evaluation for three to six years,
and it addressed the research questions through teachers’ reflective responses and Likertscale responses.
This cross-sectional survey was done with a predetermined population of TIF
teachers. Special consideration was taken to obtain a representative sampling of the 362
original TIF teachers. Because some TIF teachers from the selected school sites had
retired or changed jobs over the past six years, it was not possible to get feedback from
all the teachers from these five sites. Diligent efforts were made to get perceptions from
most of the teachers currently employed in the five TIF schools by direct administration
of the survey to the groups of TIF teachers on participating campuses.
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The five TIF schools in the study were located across the state and included 70
teacher participants who qualified due to their participation in the MTES. Thirty percent
of the survey population was evaluated with the MTES for all six years of the TIF grant.
Sixty-nine percent of the teachers had taught 10 years or more, and 67% had been at their
current school fewer than 10 years. The majority of the 70 teachers held advanced
degrees; 54% had their master’s degrees, 3% had their specialist’s degree, and 7% were
National Board Certified. Ninety-four percent of the participants were female, and 6%
were male. Fifty-six percent of the teachers were age 40 or younger. Only two teachers
were beyond 61 years of age. All the campuses except Jemison Elementary had a change
in leadership during the six years of the TIF grant; one campus had three different
principals. Table 33 displays demographic data for the participating teachers.
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Table 33
Overview of Survey Participants
Characteristic

Percentage

# of Participants

Teachers evaluated with MTES 3 or more years

100%

70

Teachers evaluated with MTES since first year
(2010 - 2016)

30%

21

Teachers who have taught 10 years or more

62.8%

44

Teachers at the school less than 10 years

67.2%

47

Teachers with master’s degree

54.3%

18

Teachers with specialist degree

2.9%

2

0%

0

National Board Certified teacher

7.1%

5

Female

94.3%

66

Male

5.7%

4

Age 40 or younger

55.8%

9

Teachers with PhD

Research question #1: How do Mississippi teachers perceive the usefulness of the
MTES?
The participants were asked to rank their perceptions to the different components
of the MTES. Perceptions of usefulness ranged from very useful, moderately useful,
slightly useful to not useful. In the development of teachers, a slight degree of usefulness
can be seen as positive for the students in that classroom. Even minor progress is the
beginning of growth in a teacher’s skill set. The researcher does acknowledge that a
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significant number of responses are reported as slightly useful and that data will be
discussed in the findings of this study in Chapter 5.
The teachers were asked about their MTES training that prepared them for the
new statewide evaluation process. On Question 10, 58 of the 70 teachers (82.9%)
reported that the MTES training was held through in-school workshops at the beginning
of the year led by their principal or a master teacher in their school. In addition,
professional trainings led by the MDE or their contracted specialists were also provided.
Ten of the 70 teachers (14.3%) reported receiving little training, and two (2.9%) reported
not being trained at all. Those two teachers did not provide details on why they missed
yearly training, so it is unclear how they could be a part of the TIF process without
training on the evaluation process.
In response to Questions 10 and 12, 56 of the 70 teachers (80%) perceived that the
training was very or moderately useful. Nine (12.9%) perceived the training to be a little
useful, and five (7.2%) perceived that the training was not useful at all, so 20% perceived
that the training was inadequate. Overall, 80% of the teachers were satisfied with the
usefulness of the training, and they perceived to be prepared to be evaluated by the
MTES. The teachers were familiar with the grant and the process and were informed
about who to contact to get additional training or information. Some of the training
topics mentioned favorably by the teachers were the explanation of the MTES
components and forms, the unpacking of the rubric and effectiveness levels, use of data,
and training on specific teaching strategies. Table 34 displays data for the questions
described above.
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Table 34
Perceptions of MTES Training
Question

Great deal

Moderate
amount

Little

None at
all

10. How much
MTES training
have you received?

32.9% (23)

50% (35)

14.3% (10)

2.9% (2)

Question

Very useful

Moderately
useful

Little useful

Not at all

40% (28)

40% (28)

12.9% (9)

7.2% (5)

12. How useful
was the MTES
training?

N = 70; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parentheses
The teachers were asked in Question 13 if the MTES was useful to them. Thirtysix of the 70 teachers (51.4%) perceived the MTES was very or moderately useful to
them, 28 (40%) perceived that the MTES was slightly useful to them, and six (8.8%) did
not consider it useful at all. Overall, 64 of the 70 teachers (91.4%) found some degree of
usefulness in the evaluation system.
The teachers’ perceptions on the usefulness of the four major components of the
MTES (Questions 14-17) were varied. They are listed in rank order from most useful to
least useful:


Teachers perceived the classroom observations as the most useful
component. Sixty-five of the 70 teachers (92.8) found some degree of
usefulness, while four (5.7%) found the classroom observation not useful.
One teacher reported no classroom observations in their classroom.
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The walk-throughs were ranked second in usefulness to teachers. Fifty-six
of the 70 teachers (80.1%) found some degree of usefulness, and nine
(12.9%) found the walk-throughs not useful. Five of the 70 teachers
(7.1%) reported that they did not have their administrators conduct walkthroughs in their classrooms.



The postconferences ranked third in usefulness to teachers. Fifty of the 70
teachers (71.4%) found some degree of usefulness, and five (7.1%) found
the postconferences not useful. Fifteen of the 70 teachers (21.4%) reported
that they did not have postconferences with their administrators.



The component found least useful to the teachers was the preobservation
conferences. Forty-seven of the 70 teachers (67.2%) found the
preobservation conferences to have some degree of usefulness, and 12
(17.1%) found the preobservation conferences not useful. Eleven of the 70
teachers (15.7%) reported that preobservation conferences were not held
with them prior to their classroom observation.

Overall, the four components were perceived by the majority of the teachers to be
moderately useful. A reoccurring theme from the teachers’ comments was that there was
greater value when the MTES process was used as it was designed and the components
(walk-throughs, preobservation conferences, classroom observations, and
postconferences) were utilized as intended. Most of the teachers valued the feedback
when it was specific to their areas of need, but generic feedback such as “Good job,” or
“I enjoyed being in your classroom” was seen as a waste of their time.
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In Question 19, the teachers were asked how soon after their classroom
observation their postconference was completed. Twenty-five of the 70 teachers (35.7%)
reported that their postconferences were held within one week of their classroom
observation, nine (12.9%) had their postconferences within three weeks, and three (4.3%)
had their postconferences within eight weeks. Teachers who received feedback shared
that they used the feedback and reflected on their teaching strategies, implemented new
ideas and techniques, and collaborated more with their colleagues to improve their
effectiveness level.
Unfortunately, 20 of the 70 teachers (28.6%) did not have their postconferences
until the end of the school year, regardless of when their classroom observation was held.
Thirteen of the 70 teachers (18.6%) reported that they did not have a postconference to
receive feedback on their teaching and/or receive their MTES score. Thirty-three of the
70 teachers (47.2%) were concerned about the postconferences being held at the end of
the year or not held at all. The teachers’ perceived level of MTES usefulness decreased as
the postconference was held past seven days from the classroom observation. The
teachers shared that it was frustrating to not get the expected feedback from their
administrator. Comments included, “At times feedback was given and it was helpful, but
at other times it was not given. There was a lack of consistency,” “We seldom have
postconferences. If we do, they are at the end of the school year and not useful,” and
“The feedback was off-target with no details. I would appreciate real feedback.” Tables
35 and 36 display data on the questions described above.
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Table 35
Perceptions of Usefulness of the MTES
Question

Very

Moderately

Slightly

Not Useful

None Held

13. Is the MTES
useful?

20% (14)

31.4% (22)

40% (28)

8.8% (6)

14. How useful
are
walkthroughs to
you?

12.9% (9)

34.3% (24)

32.9% (23)

12.9% (9)

7.1% (5)

15. How useful
are
preobservation
conferences to
you?

14.3% (10)

28.6% (20)

24.3% (17)

17.1% (12)

15.7% (11)

16. How useful
are classroom
observations to
you?

21.4% (15)

37.1% (26)

34.3% (24)

5.7% (4)

1.4% (1)

17. How useful
are
postconferences
to you?

24.3% (17)

25.7% (18)

21.4% (15)

7.1% (5)

21.4% (15)

N = 70; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parentheses
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Table 36
Perceptions of Postconference Timing
Question

19. How soon after the
classroom observation
does your postconference
take place?

Time Frame

Responses

Within 1 to 3 work days

18.6% (13)

Within 4 to 7 work days

17.1% (12)

Within 2 to 3 weeks

12.9% (9)

Within 1 to 2 months

4.3% (3)

At the end of the school year

28.6% (20)

No postconference was held

18.6% (13)

N = 70; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parentheses
Research question #2: How do Mississippi teachers perceive that the MTES
develops their effective teaching practices?
The participants were asked to rank their perceptions on how the MTES
developed their teaching practices. Perceptions of the growth of their effective teaching
practices ranged from great deal, moderately, little to none at all. In the development of
teachers, a slight degree of growth or benefit can be seen as positive for the learners in
that classroom. Even minor progress is the beginning of growth in a teacher’s skill set.
The researcher does acknowledge that a significant number of responses are reported as a
little and that data will be discussed in the findings of this study in Chapter 5.
When the teachers were asked in Question 22 if the MTES accurately assessed
their teaching practices, they were divided. Thirty-six of the 70 teachers (51.4%) agreed
that the system accurately assessed their teaching practices, but 34 (49%) disagreed and
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felt it did not accurately assess their teaching practices. Table 35 addresses the timeliness
of the postconference, and the value of it being held within a reasonable amount of time
after the classroom observations. When the postconference was delayed, the impact of the
feedback is lessened, the feedback was not as detailed or specific, and the conferences
were more rushed in order for them to be completed.
The teachers were asked in Question 23 how much their teaching practices
improved as a result of the MTES. Thirty-five of the 70 teachers (50%) perceived that
their teaching practices had improved a great deal or moderately, and 30 (42.9%)
perceived that their teaching practices had improved a little. Five of the 70 teachers
(7.1%) perceived that the MTES had not influenced their teaching practices at all.
Overall, 65 of the 70 teachers (92.9%) experienced an improvement in their instructional
practices because of their participation in the evaluation process. The teachers perceived
that the focus on their effectiveness and the targeted professional development were
factors that focused them on developing their teaching practices.
Question 24 asked teachers to consider the benefits of the MTES for them. Sixtytwo of the 70 teachers (88.6%) perceived that they benefitted from the MTES to some
extent, and eight (11.4%) perceived that they did not benefit from the evaluation process
at all. In Questions 25 and 26, the teachers shared insight into the benefits of the MTES.
They commented that the process helped to hold all teachers accountable to the same
standards, that they felt confirmation because of the focus on them and their growth, and
that the collaboration with colleagues added a level of professionalism in their schools.
When asked in Question 27 how much their students benefitted from the MTES,
the majority of teachers perceived that there was some level of benefit to their students.
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Sixty-one of the 70 teachers (87.2%) perceived that their students benefitted from the
impact of the MTES to some degree, while nine (12.9) perceived that their students did
not benefit. Common themes in their responses included (a) data-driven decisions
influenced differentiation, which allowed their teaching to reach more students on their
learning level; (b) teaching was more rigorous so expectations were higher for students;
(c) as teachers improved, students were more engaged; and (d) lesson planning was
improved and the students reaped the benefits of better preparation. Table 37 displays
data on teachers’ perceptions of effective teaching practices.
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Table 37
Perceptions of Effective Teaching Practices
Question

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

4.3% (3)

47.1% (33)

32.9% (23)

15.7%
(11)

Great deal

Moderately

A little

23. How much
have your teaching
practices improved
as a result of the
MTES?

14.3% (10)

35.7% (25)

42.9% (30)

None at
all
7.1% (5)

24. How much are
you benefiting
from the MTES?

7.1% (5)

38.6% (27)

42.9% (30)

11.4% (8)

27. How much are
your students
benefiting from
the impact of the
MTES?

12.9% (9)

30% (21)

44.3% (31)

12.9% (9)

22. The MTES
accurately assesses
my teaching.

N = 70; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parenthesis
Research question #3: How do Mississippi teachers perceive that the MTES
supports their professional growth?
The participants were asked to rank their perceptions on how the MTES supports
their professional growth. Perceptions of their professional growth ranged from strongly
agree, agree, and disagree to strongly disagree. In the development of teachers, a slight
degree of growth can be viewed as positive for the learners in that classroom. Even minor
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growth is the beginning of progress in a teacher’s skill set. The researcher does
acknowledge that a significant number of responses are reported as a little and that data
will be discussed in the findings of this study in Chapter 5.
On question 30, the majority of teachers responded positively when asked if the
MTES supported their professional growth. Forty-six of the 70 teachers (65.7%) agreed
that they had grown professionally because of the impact of the evaluation process.
Twenty-four of the 70 teachers (34.3%) did not perceive that the MTES had supported
their professional growth. Unfortunately, the teachers who felt that their professional
growth had not been impacted by the MTES were teachers who received little or no
feedback and considered the process stressful and time-consuming. Ten percent of the
teachers were concerned because they perceived that the rubric did not reflect their
subject areas, such as special education, PE, or fine arts, so they felt it was a waste of
their time.
When teachers were asked in Question 18 how useful the development of
professional-growth goals were to them, 63 of the 70 teachers (90%) perceived some
degree of usefulness in the development of their professional-growth goals. Seven of the
70 teachers (10%) reported that professional goals were not useful to them or not set with
them. Those who perceived growth goals as useful commented that the focus on specific
areas helped them be more mindful of their planning and teaching techniques. In
addition, they focused more on the professional development that was offered at their
school and more readily implemented those strategies. The seven who reported that goalsetting was not useful to them shared that the absence of follow-up weakened the process.
Table 38 displays data on teachers’ perceptions of professional growth.
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Table 38
Perceptions of Teachers’ Professional Growth
Question
30. The MTES
supports my
professional
growth.

18. How useful
are the
development of
professionalgrowth goals?

Strongly
agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

15.7% (11)

50% (35)

34.3% (24)

0% (0)

Very
useful

Moderately

Slightly

None at
all

Goals
not set

30.0% (21)

31.4% (22)

28.6% (20)

7.1% (5)

2.9% (2)

N = 70; *percentages are followed by the actual participant numbers in parenthesis
In response to Question 29, the teachers shared how the process changed their
schools. Fourteen of the 70 teachers (20%) did not respond the question, and eight (11%)
perceived that the MTES had created more paperwork and stress for them. Forty-eight of
the 70 teachers (69%) responded favorably about the changes the MTES influenced on
their campuses. These teachers were proud of the improvements in students’ scores and
felt more confident in their teaching practices. They felt that teachers were more
intentional with their planning and instruction and liked that everyone was held
accountable to the same standards. They remarked that there was more collaboration and
support among teachers and that they had become more reflective because of the focus
the MTES brought to their campuses.
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The teachers were asked in Question 31 what suggestions they had to modify or
improve the MTES. They made the following suggestions:
1. The MTES should be taught at the college level to student teachers.
2. More training is needed for administrators and teachers to ensure a full
understanding of the process and its implementation.
3. The MTES rubric needs to be shortened to reduce redundancy and to make
it more user-friendly.
4. More walk-throughs are needed so administrators can see what actually
occurs in the classrooms, to ensure that the needed evidence is captured so
scoring is not subjective, and to provide more opportunities for feedback
to the teachers.
5. All administrators should implement the MTES process with fidelity to
ensure consistency across all school districts.
6. Prompt feedback is necessary after walk-throughs and observations.
7. Specialized M-STAR rubrics should be developed for nonacademic
subjects.
8.

Veteran teachers should not be evaluated as often as less experienced
teachers.
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SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Chapter V presents a summary of the study and findings, conclusions, and
recommendations. This chapter is presented in three sections: (1) Summary, (2)
Conclusions, and (3) Recommendations.
Summary
The purpose of this research study was to discover how Mississippi teachers who
participated for at least three years in the TIF grant perceived the MTES and to determine
if the evaluation tool is useful in supporting and developing effective teaching practices
and professional growth. Examining the perceptions of educators within the evaluation
process contributes to the growing knowledge of this educational reform. The findings of
this study may provide insight into the positive effects of the current evaluation system,
modifications needed, and possible approaches to enhance the process to better assist and
support teachers.
With the development and implementation of the MTES, a need arose to discover
the perspectives of the teachers who are evaluated within this process. An evaluation
process will only be successful if teachers use it to enhance their professional growth and
effectiveness in the classroom. In order to gain an understanding of the perceptions of
Mississippi teachers in TIF schools and their insight into the MTES, this study focused
on three research questions:
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1. How do Mississippi teachers perceive the usefulness of the MTES?
2. How do Mississippi teachers perceive that the MTES develops their
effective teaching practices?
3. How do Mississippi teachers perceive that the MTES supports teachers’
professional growth?
A qualitative approach coupled with the percentages gathered from the Likertscale responses provided developed responses to the research questions. The research
method used in this study is a multiple-case study. It was used to replicate insights found
in the five case studies completed on five of the TIF campuses. The research participants
included 70 teachers who were trained on and used the statewide evaluation for at least
three years. The teachers independently completed the 32-question survey and were
invited to follow-up focus group sessions held approximately six weeks later; 30% of the
original participants attended (Table 2). After all data were collected, they were
organized and analyzed.
Conclusions
Based on the limitations noted in Chapter I and the analysis of data presented in
Chapter IV, the following conclusions were supported by the findings of the study.
1.

How do Mississippi teachers perceive the usefulness of the MTES?

Of the 70 teachers, 91.4% perceived that the MTES was useful to them in
reflecting and learning about their educator performance level. The teachers also
described their perceived usefulness of each of the four components of the MTES
evaluation process. Those results varied, as the majority of the teachers (92.8%) believed
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the actual classroom observations had some degree of usefulness. The walk-throughs
ranked second in usefulness, with 80.1% of the teachers perceiving some degree of
usefulness. The postconferences, where teachers received feedback on their teaching
practices, were perceived as useful by 71.4% of the teachers, and the preobservation
conferences held prior to the formal classroom observation were perceived as useful by
67.3% of teachers. Unfortunately, despite the training held each year on the TIF
campuses for the teachers and administrators, approximately 45% of the teachers reported
that at least one component of the MTES process was not completed with them.
Approximately 20% of the teachers perceived only a slight degree of usefulness to
the MTES and all four components. This large percentage is explained by their concerns
over lack of consistency with the implementation of the evaluation process. In the
development of teachers, a slight degree of growth or benefit can be seen as positive for
the learners in that classroom. Even minor progress is the beginning of growth in a
teacher’s skill set. The change in leadership at four of the five schools had to play a part
in the inconsistency of the evaluation process, and that variable is not factored into this
study.
Teachers noted repeatedly that when the MTES process was used as it was
designed and all the components (i.e., walk-throughs, preobservation conferences,
classroom observations, and postconferences) were utilized as intended, there was a
greater value of usefulness to the teachers because of the consistency.
The teachers valued the feedback they received in their postconferences, when
they were completed. Approximately 36% of the teachers reported that their
postconferences were held within one week of their classroom observation, 12.9% had
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their postconferences within three weeks, and 4.3% had their post conferences within
eight weeks. These teachers shared that they used the feedback and reflected on their
teaching strategies, implemented new ideas and techniques, and collaborated more with
their colleagues to improve their effectiveness level.
Unfortunately, 28.6% of the teachers did not have their postconferences until the
end of the school year, regardless of when their classroom observation was held, and
18.6% of the teachers reported that they did not have a postconference at all. Teachers
were concerned when the postconferences occurred at the end of the year or not at all.
The teachers’ reported levels of perceived MTES usefulness decreased as the
postconference occurred more than seven days from the classroom observation. The
teachers shared that it was frustrating to not get the expected feedback from their
administrator, so they did not perceive much value in the system.
The majority of the teachers did believe that the MTES and each of its four
components had some degree of usefulness to them especially, when it was used
consistently across the campus.
2.

How do Mississippi teachers perceive that the MTES develops their
effective teaching practices?

The teachers were divided on whether the MTES accurately assessed their
teaching. Fifty-one percent of the teachers agreed that the system accurately assessed
their teaching practices, but 49% disagreed. For the process to develop their teaching
practices, feedback and professional conversations with their evaluators were critical.
Table 36 addresses the timeliness of the postconference. There was greater value in the
MTES for teachers when the postconference was held within a reasonable amount of time
138

after the classroom observations. When the postconference was delayed, the impact of the
feedback conference was lessened. Per the teachers’ comments, when postconferences
occurred late, the feedback was not as detailed or specific, and the conferences were more
rushed and had less value to them.
The teachers were asked how much their teaching practices improved as a result
of the MTES, and 50% perceived that their teaching practices had improved a great deal
or moderately, and 42.9% perceived that their teaching practices had improved a little.
Five of the teachers (7.1%) perceived that the MTES did not prompt an improvement in
their teaching practices. Overall, 92.9% of the teachers noted an improvement in their
instructional practices because of their participation in the MTES evaluation process.
The teachers perceived that the focus on their effectiveness and the targeted
professional development provided by the MTES were factors that helped them develop
their teaching practices. A theme in the teachers’ comments was that confidence in their
teaching skills increased during the years of their involvement in the MTES evaluation
process.
It must be acknowledged that 50% of the teachers perceived little of no
improvement in their teaching practices because of the MTES. Unfortunately, the number
of teachers perceiving little improvement (42.9%) did not receive the support needed to
fully benefit from the process.
The teachers were asked to consider the benefits of the MTES for them, and
88.6% of the teachers perceived that they benefitted from MTES to some extent. Only
eight of the teachers felt that they did not benefit from the evaluation process at all. The
teachers that benefitted perceived that the process helped to hold all teachers accountable
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to the same standard, fostered a sense of confirmation because of the focus on them and
their growth, and improved professionalism due to greater collaboration with colleagues .
It must be acknowledged that 54.3% of the teachers perceived little of no benefit
to them because of the MTES. Unfortunately, the number of teachers perceiving little
benefit (42.9%) did not receive the support needed to fully benefit from the process.
The teachers were asked how much their students benefitted from the MTES, and
the majority of teachers (87.3%) perceived that there was some benefit to their students.
Nine of the 70 teachers felt that their students did not benefit. Overall, the majority of the
teachers perceived that the MTES delivered benefits to them and their students. The
common themes in their responses were (a) data-driven decisions are improved
differentiation, (b) teaching became more rigorous, (c) students grew more engaged as
their teachers improved, and (d) lesson planning improved and students reaped the
benefits of preparation. Despite the fact that teachers did not agree on the accuracy of the
MTES, they overwhelmingly agreed that the evaluation process did enhance the
development of their teaching practices even if 43% of the perceived only a slight impact.
It must be acknowledged that 57.2% of the teachers perceived little of no benefit
to their students because of the MTES. Unfortunately, the number of teachers perceiving
little improvement (44.3%) did not receive the support needed to fully benefit from the
process. The lack of strong school leadership to implement the process as intended
hampered the potential benefit to teachers and students.
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3. How do Mississippi teachers perceive that the MTES supports their
professional-growth goals?
The majority of the teachers (65.7%) perceived that the MTES supported their
professional growth. Many grew professionally because of the impact of the evaluation
process, but 34.3% of the teachers did not perceive that the MTES supported their
professional growth. Unfortunately, those were teachers who received little or no
feedback and considered the process stressful and time-consuming. Seven of the teachers
(10%) perceived that the rubric did not reflect their subject areas, such as special
education, PE, or fine arts, therefore the MTES did not support them.
When teachers were asked about the usefulness of their professional-growth
goals, 90% perceived some degree of usefulness; approximately 29% perceive the goals
as slightly useful. Seven felt that professional goals were either not useful or had not been
set with them. Those who perceived growth goals as useful commented that the focus on
specific areas helped them be mindful of their planning and teaching techniques. In
addition, they focused more on the professional development that was offered at their
school and more readily implemented those strategies. The seven who reported that goalsetting was not useful shared that goals were not set with them, and the absence of
follow-up feedback weakened the process. Again, those teachers perceiving little
improvement (29%) did not receive the support and consistency needed to fully benefit
from the process.
Another finding of this study is that the majority of the teachers (69%) perceived
that the MTES evaluation process positively changed their school. The teachers were
proud of the improvements in students’ scores and felt more confident in their teaching
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practices. They felt that teachers were more intentional with their planning and
instruction and liked that everyone was held accountable to the same standards. They
remarked that there was more collaboration and support among teachers and that they had
become more reflective because of the focus the MTES brought to their campuses. On
the other hand, some teachers (11%) perceived that the MTES was complicated and had
created more paperwork and stress for them.
Research Limitations
The data collected in this study of 70 teachers from five school campuses were
obtained through two methods of data collection – SurveyMonkey and focus groups.
Because of the large number of participants, individual interviews were not completed.
Teacher observations were not deemed valuable because the study focused on the process
of the evaluation and not the actual quantitative scores or the effectiveness level of the
teachers.
Survey research does have its limitations and steps were taken to minimize
possible limitations (Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2015; Salant & Dillman, 1994). A pilot
study of 53 teachers was done to test the instrument’s reliability and validity. Following
the pilot, adjustments were made to the survey to enhance its clarity and usefulness in
gathering the needed data. The survey included 32 questions, 8 collected teacher
demographics, 14 were open-ended questions to collect the teachers’ perceptions, and 10
questions were Likert-scale responses reflecting the percentages of the teachers’
responses.
As a result of the pilot study, the 10 Likert-scale questions on the survey
instrument were reduced from five to four responses eliminating the ‘of little usefulness’
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option. The responses available to the participants were ‘very useful,’ ‘moderately useful,
’slightly useful,’ and ‘not useful at all.’ The reduction to four options was made to more
specifically address the teachers’ perceptions of the different areas of the evaluation
process. To the researcher, the difference between ‘slightly useful,’ and ‘of little
usefulness,’ was minimal. The focus group sessions held on each campus did confirm and
expand the reported findings. The conclusions presented in this format with a truncated
deficit end of the Likert scale were a concern for several on the dissertation committee.
Recommendations
The following recommendations are proposed as a result of this study of 70
teachers who were part of the TIF grant and the MTES for between three to six years:
1. Additional training for administrators and teachers is needed to retrain or
update them on the MTES evaluation process. Some teachers are
misinformed on parts of the process and need clarification. For instance,
many teachers believed that all the indicators on the standards had to be
demonstrated in each lesson; this is not the case. In addition, nonacademic
teachers could better understand that the evaluation rubric can fairly be
used for them, somewhat eliminating the need for additional rubrics. The
training for administrators should focus on making the MTES process a
priority on their campuses. Implementing the evaluation system without
consistency and fidelity weakens the process for all involved.
2. Teachers see the value of the M-STAR rubric but want it simplified to
eliminate duplication and make it more user-friendly. The numerous
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indicators in the 20 standards are ambiguous and difficult to fully
understand.
3. Teachers value the feedback they get from their administrators, but
feedback is most effective when given after walkthroughs and within a
week of a formal classroom observation. Administrators need additional
training on the delivery of effective feedback.
4. Targeted professional development should continue. Teachers’ practices
are enhanced because of it, and teachers recognize the positive effect of
the collaboration and teamwork underway on their campuses. Teachers are
eager to share with other educators new skills they learn, and this builds
stronger learning teams and enhances professional-learning communities.
5. The MTES evaluation process should be presented and used with college
students preparing to enter the teaching profession. This would better
prepare new educators and set the expectations for the profession.
6. Administrators should increase the number of walk-throughs completed
with each teacher. This would allow them to more fully capture the needed
evidence for the MTES scoring process and eliminate some of the
subjectivity. In addition, additional walk-throughs would create an
opportunity to provide more feedback to teachers.
7. Those teachers demonstrating a repeated effectiveness level of 3 or more
could be evaluated less often. This would give administrators more
coaching time with new teachers or those needing more support. In
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addition, the more effective teachers could serve as mentors in an area of
their strength for teachers needing more support in that identified area.
8. Additional work is needed to build calibration among evaluators using the
evaluation tool. This would ensure more accuracy in the scoring and
improve teacher confidence in the process.
The MTES has undergone significant modifications in the past school year. Those
changes were recommended by a steering committee of current teachers, school and
district leaders, and other stakeholders. In addition, a new administrator rubric and
evaluation process was adapted. The revisions are in effect for the current school year of
2016-2017 (MDE, 2016), and training is ongoing across the state. The modifications
include:


changing the name of the process to the Teacher Professional Growth
System;



reducing the rubric domains from 5 to 4;



reducing the rubric standards from 20 to 9;



eliminating the word ‘evaluation’ from the process and changing it to
‘growth’ to focus on giving teachers ownership of their learning,



reducing overlap with the previous tool;



more fully supporting the growth of teachers by focusing on consistent
feedback sessions;



making preobservation conferences optional;

145



completing a minimum of three classroom observations, two informal
unannounced walk-throughs, and one formal announced classroom
observation, with flexibility for districts to increase those numbers; and



providing clear, specific, actionable, and timely feedback to teachers after
each observation.

A number of the recommendations of this study should be accomplished with the
implementation of the Teacher Professional Growth System: (a) the additional training
for administrators and teachers on the new process should help clarify misconceptions
and make the process more consistent and more of a priority, (2) the simplified rubric
eliminates duplication and makes the MTES more user-friendly, and (3) a concerted
focus on the value of giving feedback will provide more opportunities for growth to
teachers.
The following recommendations for future research are proposed as a result of
this study:
1. The teachers’ comments throughout this study could easily be separated
by positive and negative themes. Research is needed on teachers’ mindsets
in relation to their evaluation process or growth-system process.
Determining a teacher’s mindset, on the continuum of a fixed mindset to a
growth mindset, and teaching the skills to change mindsets, could increase
educators’ ownership of their professional growth (Dweck, 2006).
2. The TIF teachers were eager to share their insight on other components of
the TIF grant, such as the performance-based compensation and the
teacher career ladders. Some studies have been completed by the MDE
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and the RCU on performance-based compensation, but no research has
been completed to track teachers who moved into lead teacher positions
made available by the TIF grant. Are they still in that capacity and
effective there? What impact did lead teachers have in their schools? How
many have pursued additional education beyond a master’s degree, which
was required? Have any developed into new administrators because of the
TIF experience?
3. How many teachers retired or left the teaching profession because of the
MTES? Did the state loose teaching talent because educators felt
threatened or stressed by the new evaluation process?
4. Future research is also recommended to compare the first model of the
MTES to the current Teacher Professional Growth System. Are teachers’
concerns around evaluation being addressed? Does the current training
meet the needs of teachers and administrators?
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SUPERINTENDENT PERMISSION EMAIL
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Superintendents’ Email Contact

TIF Superintendents:
I am working on my Ph.D. at Mississippi State University under the direction of Dr. Kay
Brocato and with the support of MDE. I have been embedded in the Mississippi Teacher
Evaluation System process because of my previous position as a TIF principal and
because of my current position at the Research and Curriculum. For my research study, I
want to gather teacher perspectives on the MTES. There has been research done
gathering administrators’ perspectives but teachers’ perspectives have not been gathered.
I want to find out if the rubric has provided teachers with any guidance or support that
has impacted their effectiveness as a teacher.
With your permission, I would ask your teachers to complete an anonymous survey
during February, 2016. It will not be time consuming, and it will gather their impressions
on the impact M-STAR has had on their teaching.
Please consider my request and let me know if I can conduct this research in spring, 2016
in your district. If you agree to this research, I will follow up with more details by Dec.
15, 2015 and address any questions you might have.
I look forward to hearing from you and working with your school district. Thank you for
your consideration.

Lois Kappler
Ph.D. student at Mississippi State University
lois.kappler@rcu.msstate.edu
662-574-2127
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TEACHER CONSENT FORM
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Teacher Consent Form for Participation
Dear Teacher,
Many teachers are interested and some even concerned about the new Mississippi
Teacher Evaluation System (MTES). The purpose of this project is to learn how
Mississippi teachers perceive the statewide evaluation system and determine how useful
the evaluation tool is in supporting and developing professional growth. In addition, it
will offer guidance on the development of MTES practices and identify the benefits and
obstacles currently in place for teachers. If this research can help us gather feedback and
impressions from teachers and influence modifications in the evaluation process or
rubric, the teachers will be supported and the evaluation tool will be better defined.
If you participate in this study, you will complete an anonymous survey sharing your
perspectives and impressions of the evaluation process. The survey will take about 20
minutes to complete. There are no risks or discomforts associated with this project.
Participation in this study is voluntary. You may withdraw from the study at any time or
refuse to answer any specific question that you do not want to answer. The information
you provide will be confidential. It will not be shared with your administrators or peer
educators and when reporting data, the identifiable information will be summarized.
If you should have any questions about this project, please feel free to contact Lois
Kappler at lois.kappler@rcu.msstate.edu.
If you agree to participate in this research study, please sign below. You will be given a
copy of this form for your records.

_______________________________________
Teacher’s signature

__________________
Date

_______________________________________
Investigator’s signature

__________________
Date
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MDE APPROVAL LETTER
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Sincerely,

JP Beaudoin, Ed.D.
Chief Research and Development Officer
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SURVEY INSTRUMENT
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Survey Introduction to Teachers
Perceptions of the Mississippi Teacher Evaluation System:
Viewing Evaluation through the Teachers' Lenses

Script for introduction of the survey:
“Thank you for taking the time to meet with me. I am conducting a research study which
will guide my dissertation for my Ph.D. I have a real interest in supporting and
developing teachers, so I am gathering data on teachers’ perceptions on the Mississippi
Teacher Evaluation System (MTES) to discover if it is a useful tool in promoting support
and growth for teachers.
Before we go any further, I want to share with you the consent form. (Explain details of
disclosures on the consent form for participation and address any questions or concerns.)
The survey will begin with gathering some demographic information and then ask for
your perceptions on the different components of the evaluation process. Please reflect
and answer as truthfully as possible. Do you have any questions for me before we
begin?”
Reminders for me:


Show appreciation for the time and input from the teachers.



Have business cards available for teachers if they want one.



Give each participant a copy of the consent form.



Make eye contact.



Talk slowly and be clear when addressing any questions.
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Teacher Survey
Teacher perceptions of the Mississippi teacher evaluation system:
Insight for school administrators
Alignment of research questions to survey questions
Research Questions:

Survey Questions: *denotes qualitative

How do Mississippi teachers perceive the
usefulness of the MTES?

Questions 9*, 10, 11*, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16,
17, 19

How do Mississippi teachers perceive that
the MTES develops their effective
teaching practices?

Questions 20*, 21*, 22, 23, 24, 25*, 26*,
27, 28*

How do Mississippi teachers perceive that
the MTES supports the teachers’
professional growth?

Questions 18, 29*, 30, 31, 32*

Demographics

Questions 1-8

Survey Questions
1. How many total years have you been a classroom teacher (in MS and elsewhere)?
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

0-3 years
4-9 years
10-15 years
16-20 years
20 + years

2. How many years have you taught in your current school?
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

0-3 years
4-9 years
10-15 years
16-20 years
20 + years
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3. What grade level do you teach?
A. Pre-K, 1st, 2nd
B. 3rd, 4th, 5th, 6th,
C. 7th, 8th,
D. 9th, 10th, 11th, 12th
4. How many years have you been evaluated by the Mississippi Teacher Evaluation
System (MTES)?
A.
B.
C.
D.

3 years
4 years
5 years
6 years

5. What is your highest level of education?
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Bachelor’s degree
Master’s degree
Specialist’s degree
Ph.D.
Other: please specify ________________

6. Are you a National Board Certified teacher? Yes _____
7.

Gender? Female _____

No _____

Male _____

8. What is your age?
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

20-30 years
31-40 years
41-50 years
51-60 years
61 +

9. How did you feel when the MTES was first implemented? Be specific.
10. How much training have you received on the MTES?
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A.
B.
C.
D.

A great deal
A moderate amount
A little
None at all

11. Please describe the training you received. Be specific.
12. How useful was the training you received in preparing you for the MTES?
A.
B.
C.
D.

Very useful
Moderately useful
A little useful
Not at all useful

13. Is the MTES useful to you?
A.
B.
C.
D.

Very useful
Moderately useful
Slightly useful
Not useful at all

14. How useful are the walk-throughs to you?
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Very useful
Moderately useful
Slightly useful
Not useful at all
Walk-throughs not completed in my classroom

15. How useful are the pre-observation conferences to you?
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Very useful
Moderately useful
Slightly useful
Not useful at all
Pre-observation conferences not held with me
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16. How useful are classroom observations to you?
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Very useful
Moderately useful
Slightly useful
Not useful at all
Classroom observation not completed with me

17. How useful are the post conferences to you?
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Very useful
Moderately useful
Slightly useful
Not useful at all
Post-conference not completed with me

18. How useful are the development of professional growth goals to you?
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Very useful
Moderately useful
Slightly useful
Not useful at all
Goals not set with me

19. How soon after the classroom observation does your post-conference usually take
place?
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.

Within 1-3 work days
Within 4-7 work days
Within 2 - 3 weeks
Within 1- 2 months
At the end of the school year
No post-conference was held with me

20. Share an example(s) of the feedback you have received from your evaluator.

21. How did you implement the feedback you were given from your evaluator?
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22. Indicate your level of agreement with the following statement: “The MTES
accurately assesses my teaching practice.”
A.
B.
C.
D.

Strongly agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

23. How much have your teaching practices improved as a result of the MTES?
A.
B.
C.
D.

A great deal
A moderate amount
A little
None at all

24. How much are you benefiting from the evaluation process?
A.
B.
C.
D.

A great deal
A moderate amount
A little
None at all

25. What do you see as the primary benefit(s) of the MTES? Be specific.
26. What part(s) of the MTES is/are NOT beneficial to you? Be specific.
27. How much are your students benefiting from the impact of the MTES?
A.
B.
C.
D.

A great deal
A moderate amount
A little
None at all

28. If your students are benefiting from the MTES, give specific examples.
29. How has the MTES process changed your school? Give examples.
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30. Indicate your level of agreement with the following statement: “The MTES supports
my professional growth.”
A.
B.
C.
D.

Strongly agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

31. What suggestions do you have to modify or improve the MTES?
32. Do you have any additional comments about the MTES?
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Lois A. Kappler

140 Countryside Way, Columbus, MS 39702
E-mail: loiskapper5715@gmail.com
Work phone: 662.325.2510
Cell phone: 662.574.2127

EDUCATION
Mississippi State University, Starkville, MS
Doctor of Philosophy – in progress
Elementary, Middle, and Second Education Administration

2013-present

Mississippi State University, Starkville, MS
M.Ed. Educational Leadership

2004

Mississippi University for Women
B.S. English Education, Special Education

1994

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE
Mississippi State University
Research and Curriculum Unit, Starkville, MS
July, 2012 - Present
Professional Learning Manager, Project Manager
o Train, support, and supervise MDE’s contractual work
o Coordinate and train CTE Directors and CTE Teachers across the state
o Supervise staff of four Project Managers
Columbus City Schools
Cook Elementary Fine Arts Magnet School, Columbus, MS
August 2007 - June 2012
Principal
o Executed daily operations of a Fine Arts Magnet School of 870 students
o Supervised 100 employees
o Maintained and promoted curriculum using Best Practices
o Implemented reforms and programs with data driven decisions
o Controlled budget of $6M and fixed assets of $4M
Columbus City Schools
Lee Middle School, Columbus, MS
Assistant Principal
o Maintained student discipline
o Supervised grade level teachers
o Spearheaded fundraising efforts
o Maintained fixed assets of $3M
Columbus City Schools
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July 2004 - July 2007

Lee Middle School, Columbus, MS
English Teacher
o Taught 7th and 8th grade English
o English Department Head
o Leadership Team Member
o SACS Committee Chair

August, 1994 - May, 2004

Mississippi University for Women
Columbus, MS
Financial Aid Student Worker and full time student

January 1991 - May 1994

Alliance School District
Alliance Middle School, Alliance, NE
Administrative Assistant

August 1988 – July 1990

Burlington Community School District
Burlington Community High School, Burlington, IA
Secretary, Burlington, IA

September 1985 - 1988

LEADERSHIP ACTIVITIES
Coordinate the Leadership Series for the MSACTE Conference, 2014-present
Design and coordinate the CTE Administrators’ Endorsement Academy for the MS
Department of Education, 2014-present
Appointed to RCU Management Team, January, 2016
Designated as MTES Master Coder, 2013
Developed the M-CAR (Mississippi Counselor Appraisal Rubric) and Process Manual
2014
Mississippi Teacher Evaluation System Trainer – MDE, fall, 2011 to present
Teacher Incentive Fund Grant Training – MDE, 2010 – 2012
Larry Bell Day, Cook Elementary, November, 2011
Principals’ Institute, Millsaps College, Jackson, MS, 2009 - 2011
RTI Principals Institute, Gautier, MS, June 2009
Mississippi Arts Commission Whole Schools Arts Training, University of Mississippi,
Oxford, MS, July 2008 - July 2011
Whole School Arts Retreat, Meridian, MS, fall, 2008- 2011
Coordinated “Excellence in Education, a Community Project” for Columbus, MS Mayor
Robert Smith, 2007 - 2010
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SACs Steering Committee, 2001-02, 2006-07, 2007-08
National Institute of School Leadership (NISL) from the Institute of Effective
Instructional Leadership, Oxford, MS, spring, 2006
PUBLICATIONS
CTE Teacher Preparation Program Undergoes Redesign, Kappler, L., & Long, Leanne.
Connections, spring, 2016.
Developing and Implementing Principal and Teacher Evaluation Systems in Mississippi,
Dechert, K., Kappler, L., & Nordin, A. Journal of Educational Leadership in Action,
April, 2015.
PRESENTATIONS
Presenter, Mississippi Association of Career and Technical Educators (MSACTE), July,
2016, Blending Academics and CTE.
Presenter, Mississippi Association of Federal Education Programs Directors (MAFEPD),
June, 2015, Professional Development Driven Using Brain Research.
Key Note Speaker, Alcorn County School District, August 1, 2015, Excellence without
Excuse.
Presenter, AMTESOL, January 2015, Evaluation – Your Questions Answered.
Presented paper to International Council on Education, Chicago, IL May 2014,
Developing and Implementing Principal and Teacher Evaluation Systems in Mississippi.
Key Note Speaker, Learning Forward Mississippi Retreat, Eagle Ridge Center, Raymond,
MS, Transforming Professional Learning, November, 2013.
Presenter, Mississippi Dropout Conference, MDE, Principal and Teacher Evaluation
Overview: What’s next for Counselors? August, 2013.
Presenter, High Performance Leadership Institute, RCU, Mississippi State, 2012 -2016.
Presenter, MASA on TIF Principalship, November 2012.
Presenter, MTES, 2012-2014 to present in Mississippi Districts including Madison Co,
Rankin Co., Amory, Water Valley, Kemper Co., Corinth, Alcorn Co., S. Panola.
Presenter, Creative Classroom, MAMLE Conference, Vicksburg, MS, 2005.
Presenter, Maximizing Creative Teachers, MAMLE Conference, Delta State University,
2004.
Presenter, Making Learning Fun, for CMSD teachers, 2004.
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Presenter, Maximizing Creative Teachers, Grenada Middle School.
PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS
Association for Career and Technical Education (ACTE)
Learning Forward Professional Learning Association
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD)
The Honor Society of Phi Kappa Phi
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